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Forestry in the Pinelands
Report on Technical Panel Meeting
I. INTRODUCTION

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on
April 29, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for the
meeting, a series of questions to be explored (Appendix B), back-
ground information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public
comments received (Appendix D) were provided to each participant.
Public comments received subsequent to the meeting are included
in Appendix E of this report.

Mr. Moore served as workshop coordinator and panelists were asked
to freely express their opinions as individual experts and not as
representatives of an agency or organization.

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants.
A tape recording of the entire seven (7) hour session is avail-
able for review at the Commission’s offices. Since different
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion
points and recommendations.

Recommendations are described throughout the text in bold and are
numbered sequentially. Because this particular workshop was the
first in a series held by the Commission, each recommendation
begins with the number 1. For ease of reference, a table has
also been prepared which identifies each recommendation presented
by one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es-
timates of the resources and time needed to carry out the recom-
mendation and other information which the Commission may wish to
consider when deciding which recommendations should be pursued.

III. PRE-WORKSHOP MEETING

- On April 8, 1992, Mr. Moore and other members of the Commission’s
staff met with James Hall, Assistant Commissioner of the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection and Energy (DEPE) and represen-
tatives of the Divisions of Fish, Game & Wildlife and Parks &
Forestry to seek agreement on certain principles which might help
to focus the panel’s policy discussion. The results of this
meeting are conveyed in an April 9, 1992 letter from Mr. Stokes
to Mr. Hall (Appendix F).



In general, the panel concurred with the guiding principles that
emerged from the April 8 meeting, with one exception. Three
panel members stated that policy statement number three, which
refers to taking steps to avoid user conflicts on public lands,
should be regarded as a standard rather than ‘a policy statement.

IV. Key Discussion Points and Recommendations
A. Health of the Industry

Because so little information exists on the industry, panelists
were nhot able to offer any specific data which suggested that the
industry was prospering or failing in the Pinelands, or that the
Pinelands Plan was having a positive, neutral, or negative ef-
fect.

A number of different opinions, however, were expressed on the
status of the industry and one panel member felt that the in-
dustry is not prospering as it was in the early 1980’s, primarily
because of perceived, and some real, problems with the Comprehen-
sive Management Plan (CMP). One other panel member suggested
that if the Commission was to consider significant policy changes
in response to concerns about the industry’s health, some method
to objectively judge its health must be developed.

Three possible studies were identified to judge how the industry
is faring, and although most panelists believed they could be in-
formative, concerns were expressed about measuring and interpret-
ing gqualitative data. Panel members also noted that the lack of
quantitative data maintained by DEPE would make these and many
other studies difficult to carry out.

Finally, several panel members expressed the opinion that Commis-
sion staff and monetary resources might be better devoted to
other recommendations than to these types of studies.

Recommendation 1.01 Analyze trends in sawmill production.

If data could be collected for both the pre- and post-CMP periods
and also could be disaggregated for Pinelands and non-Pinelands
areas, this study might illustrate whether the CMP has had a
positive, negative or neutral effect on the industry. Such a
study would need to control for changes in the industry, includ-
ing demand for different types of timber products and the loca-
tion of mills relative to the supply of raw products.

Several means of conducting surrogate analyses were presented by
panelists, including a comparative analysis of the number of new
sawmills relative to acreage under farmland assessment and an
analysis of the annual percentages of Pinelands forestry applica-
tions which have been approved.



Recommendation 1.02 Analyze trends in the use of wood products.
This would entail some type of surveying methodology to elicit
information on wood products use by boat builders, home builders,
homeowners, etc., for the pre- and post-Pinelands Plan period. A
methodology would also need to be developed to control for
changes in demand for different types of timber products and to
determine whether Pinelands sources are increasing or decreasing
on a relative basis.

Recommendation 1.03 Analyze trends in the number of woodcutters
operating in the Pinelands.

Such a study should address shares in Pinelands and non-Pinelands
areas for both the pre- and post-CMP periods. No method for sur-
veying past time periods was offered.

B. CMP Forestry Standards

Discussion on CMP forestry standards was wide ranging; however,
there did appear to be general agreement that many standards
themselves, or their implications, are misunderstood.

Some panelists expressed the opinion that the Commission should
rely more upon the forestry expertise within DEPE and others ex-
pressed the view that conservation objectives, more than specific
harvesting and reforestation practices, were, appropriately, the
focus of the Commission’s review. 4 :

Two different perspectives seemed to evolve in this and other
discussions. One was that professional foresters are capable of
managing forest resources and the other was that traditional
forest management practices often do not account for other
natural resource management objectives.

Recommendation 1.04 Permit forest management practices unless
expressly prohibited.

One panel member recommended that the CMP be amended to permit
any forest management practice which isn’t prohibited in the
Plan. The purpose would be to require the Commission to specifi-
cally prohibit those practices which it finds to be objec-
tionable; thus, any other practice, whether or not the Commission
has evaluated it, would be permitted. Other members of the panel
did not express specific support for this recommendation.

Recommendation 1.05 Tailor reforestation standards to the land
use following harvesting.

One panel member suggested that the CMP be amended to permit a
variety of reforestation practices, depending on the land use
which is proposed following harvesting. For example, this could
allow for different reforestation of a site to be developed as a
recreation area than might be the case for a site which will
remain in woodland use. Some panel members thought that such a
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policy should be instituted only when the end-users are techni-
cally competent in forest management practices. Several
panelists felt that the CMP should not include specific refores-
tation standards tailored to specific land uses.

Recommendation 1.06 Undertake a study to develop best management
practices for harvesting and reforestation in the Pinelands.
There was general consensus that such a study could evaluate the
full range of harvesting and reforestation techniques and iden-
tify those that are preferred in the Pinelands. There was no
discussion as to whether these best management practices. should
be implemented through regulatory measures.

Recommendation 1.07 2Amend the CMP to permit the use of her-
bicides to aid in the re-establishment of harvested cedar stan-
dards.

Cedar regeneration was described as problematic because of deer
browsing and competition from other plant species. Herbicide use
can help in cedar re-establishment. There was general consensus
among panel members that, if regulations were carefully
developed, herbicide use could be permitted in a manner which
does not seriously jeopardize other natural resource objectives.

Recommendation 1.08 Relax reforestation standards to permit
non-native plants in areas already dominated by non-native
vegetation.

One panelist suggested that 1loblolly and whlte.plnes could be
considered "native™ Pinelands trees. However, other panelists
disagreed with this view. The recommendation which evolved from
.the discussion was that loblolly, white pines, and possibly other
non-native species be permitted only when reforesting areas al-
ready dominated by non-native trees planted years ago (e.g.,
Civilian Conservation Corps plantings). Cultural and possible
wildlife benefits were cited in support of the recommendation.

Many panelists stated their position that the use of non-native
trees be limited, particularly in the Preservation Area. Al-
though establishment of an acreage limit was discussed, it was
not supported by the panel. There was a general consensus that
the CMP could be amended to permit the use of non-native trees,
outside the Preservation Area, when associated with existing
non-native stands. One panel member expressed the oplnlon that
the question of native vs. non-native species is not an issue for
the forestry industry.

Recommendation 1.09 Relax reforestation standards to permit
non-native plants in areas which are visible to the public.

As an outgrowth of Recommendation 1.08, it was also suggested by
one panelist that the CMP could be amended to permit use of non-
native trees to reforest state lands which are visible to the
public. The primary purpose would be *o reforest areas more
quickly, thereby improving aesthetics.



There was no consensus on this recommendation.

Recommendation 1.10 Commission staff should inform foresters and
other industry members of interpretations of the CMP which affect
forest management.

CMP regqulations must be interpreted from time to time as unusual
circumstances arise, yet two panelists indicated that interpreta-
tions which affect forest management are not well known by prac-
titioners. It was suggested that better communication of these
interpretations could avoid unnecessary delays and confusion when
applicants are preparing forestry proposals. No panel member
voiced concern about this proposal.

Recommendation 1.11 Commission staff should increase follow-up
inspections on properties which are clear cut to ensure that
proper reforestation practices are being followed.

Two panelists expressed concern that clear cutting sites are not
being reforested and that Commission staff need to more closely
monitor these sites. This was coupled with a recommendation to
strengthen reforestation requirements associated with clear cuts
(see Recommendation 1.19). No objections to this recommendation
were. expressed.

Recommendation 1.12 Clarify the meaning of the CMP standard
which requires that access to harvesting sites be "direct."

.Two panelists indicated that CMP regulations are not clear as to
what the direct access requirement means. Since this is confus-
ing to applicants, it was recommended that the requirement be
clarified in the regulations. No objections were expressed by
other panelists.

Recommendation 1.13 Eliminate the requirement for permission
from property owners whose lands are to be crossed.

Two members urged that the CMP be amended to eliminate this
requirement, which is an unnecessary burden. The opposite view
was expressed by other panelists who felt that an applicant who
intends to cross someone else’s property should be required to
obtain consent.

c. Pinelands Permitting Procedures

In discussing permitting procedures relative to forestry
proposals, there appeared to be general agreement that private
forestry activities are relatively low profit ventures and that
steps to reduce the costs associated with the preparation of
forestry proposals would be worthwhile if natural resource goals
are not compromised. It was how this latter issue could be best
resolved that prevented a consensus on many of the following
recommendations.



Recommendation 1.14 Commission staff should assist forestry ap-
plicants in conducting cultural resource surveys when needed.

One member indicated that cultural resource surveys are time con-
suming and are expensive for private forestry applicants in terms
of the economic return from a harvest. In some cases, these
costs are prohibitive. One other panel member stated that
lengthy delays in development review are created by applicants
not fully completing applications. A third panel member stated
that incomplete applications often result from applicants’
limited resources to address the many technical requirements of
the application.

Recommendation 1.15 Commission staff should assist forestry ap-
plicants in conducting threatened and endangered species surveys.
This recommendation was offered for private forestry applicants
for the same reasons as Recommendation 1.14.

Recommendation 1.16 The Commission should identify areas
throughout the Pinelands which are suitable for harvesting and
don’t require cultural resource surveys or threatened and endan-
gered species assessments.

This was presented by one panel member as an alternative to
Recommendations 1.14 and 1.15. It was not discussed by other
panel members.

Recommendation 1.17A 8implify and streamline the development
review process by redefining . forestry as something other than -
development.

Several panel members expressed the concern that the current per-
mitting process for forestry is cumbersome, time-consuming and
expensive. Since the economic return from woodcutting is small,
the current process was felt by some panelists to be a substan-
tial disincentive to forestry in the Pinelands.

Few specifics were presented as to how this would be accomplished
or what a streamlined and simplified review process might entail.
Other panelists expressed concern that multiple natural resource
objectives, such as the protection of rare plant and animal
habitats, would be ignored if a total exemption from the
Pinelands review process were granted. Even though it was not
clear what a streamlined permitting process would entail, there
was discussion about municipalities’ roles in the review of
forestry applications. Two possible approaches were presented:

1. Eliminate the municipal review of forestry applicationms;

2. Allow municipalities to exempt forestry from municipal per-
mitting requirements.

One panelist recommended that the CMP be amended to preclude
municipal review. Other panelists asked whether municipalities
should be given the option of exempting forestry applications
from their review as an alternative to an outright prohibition of
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municipal reviews. Although Pinelands Commission review would
remain in place, such an optional provision would allow
municipalities which are not well equipped to conduct these
reviews or which are satisfied that Pinelands reviews are com-
prehensive to eliminate duplicative, time consuming and costly
reviews at the local level. Alternatively, this approach could
permit municipalities to engage forestry professionals who would
assume review responsibility. No panelist expressed strong op-
position to this latter alternative.

Recommendation 1.17B The Commission should delegate its forestry
permit review and enforcement responsibility to DEPE.

One panelist expressed concern that the Commission’s review
process is not efficient because it relies, in large part, on
secondary sources of site data and because the Commission has
limited authority to enforce CMP requirements. Consequently, the
panelist recommended that the Commission delegate to DEPE the
authority to review forestry proposals and enforce Pinelands
forestry requirements as an alternative to simplifying the cur-
rent process.

It was explained that the Forest Stewardship program, adminis-
tered by the New Jersey Bureau of Forest Management in coopera-
tion with a number of other state and federal agencies, could
provide the framework within which such a delegation of authority
could work. In the program, a stewardship management plan is
prepared by a landowner and reviewed by a state stewardship com-
mittee. Upon acceptance, a stewardship certificate and sign are
presented to the landowner. Enrollment in the program also
qualifies a land owner for financial assistance for management
plan preparation as well as on-the-ground technical services.

Although specific details as to how Pinelands forestry standards
would be applied and enforced were not discussed, it was recom-
mended that, if a delegation of authority to DEPE is considered,
arrangements .be made to ensure that the Commission can exercise
oversight to ensure adherence to Pinelands standards.

Recommendation 1.18 Eliminate the review of forestry applica-
tions by the Pinelands Forestry Advisory Committee.

One panelist expressed the opinion that the review of forestry
proposals by the Pinelands Forestry Advisory Committee largely
duplicates the review process followed by DEPE when considering
forest management proposals on state lands. One other panel mem-
ber objected to this comment by stating that the Forestry Ad-
visory Committee has facilitated communication between the Com-
mission and DEPE and that its review of forestry applications is
needed.



D. Natural Resource Concerns

The panel had a wide ranging discussion of broad forest manage-
ment practices which directly or indirectly affect forestry prac-
tices. Most of the discussion and the following recommendations
focused on fire management, plant and animal habitats and par-
ticularly important resources such as the Pine Plains and Atlan-
tic white cedar stands.

Recommendation 1.19 Analyze the environmental effects of clear-
cutting and establish standards to lessen adverse impacts.

As an outgrowth of Recommendation 1.11, two panel members ex-
pressed concern that clearcutting may result in significant en-
vironmental impacts, particularly if proper reforestation prac-
tices are not followed. In order to develop better harvesting
and reforestation practices (e.g., minimum and maximum sizes,
screens, forest connectors), it was recommended that a study of
clearcutting impacts and measures to mitigate negative impacts be
undertaken. One other panelist objected to this recommendation
and stated that it would result in overregulatlon of the forestry
industry.

Recommendation 1.20 Examine the ecological effects of fire
management practices on threatened or endangered plant and animal
" species.

One panelist stated that there has been little research on the
impacts of forest fire management activities on habitats for rare
plants and animals. Although no specifics as to how such a study
should be organized and conducted were presented, the recommenda-
tion was offered as a means to identify how fire management prac-
tices might be refined to avoid adverse impacts or to promote
more positive benefits on the continuing survival of rare plant
and animal communities.

Recommendation 1.21 Develop environmentally based guidelines for
prescribed burning.

As an outgrowth of Recommendation 1.20, it was suggested by one
panelist that prescribed burning practices may result in sig-
nificant environmental impacts. If these practices were analyzed
from an environmental standpoint, it might be possible to estab-
lish a clear set of guidelines which allow the need to be objec-
tively assessed and which requlate fire intensity, frequency and
location. The panel did not discuss the pros and cons of this
recommendation.

Recommendation 1.22 Develop a joint DEPE/Pinelands Commission
policy on fire management in the Pine Plains and adopt implement-
ing requlations.

Because fire plays such a pivotal role in the maintenance of the
Pine Plains and recent studies have suggested a decline in fire
cycles, it was recommended by one panelist that a comprehensive
policy on fire management in and around the Plains be developed.
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Although there did not appear to be opposition to the recommenda-
tion, consensus was not reached among the panelists on fire
management objectives and techniques for the Plains. For ex-
ample, concerns were expressed that "managed" wildfire may not be
feasible due to public safety concerns. It was also suggested
that other: techniques (e.g., mowing) might accomplish the same
end results as wildfires.

It was recommended that such a policy should:

1) Identify a fireshed in which development would be
restricted;

2) Identify means to prohibit or limit encroachment of develop-
ment into the area;

3) Identify incentives and disincentives so as to avoid
development in the area;

4) Define the types of fires which should be encouraged and the
conditions under which they would be permitted to occur;

5) Address how public safety and liability concerns will be
handled;

6). Consider alternative management techniques if public safety
and liability issues remain; and

7) Coneider possible air quality impacts of the policy.

Recommendation 1.23 Develop a comprehensive cedar policy for the
Pinelands.

A consensus was reached that a comprehensive cedar management
policy for the Pinelands should be developed in cooperation with
DEPE and forest management representatlves. The policy would
need to address:

1) the diversity and extent of cedar swamps in the Pinelands;
and

2) appropriate management strategies relative to harvesting and
reforestation.

It was recognized that some policy details could not be fully ar-
ticulated until additional research is completed.

Recommendation 1.24 Conduct a pilot cedar management program.

It was also recommended by several panelists that a pilot program
to identify and manage approximately ten cedar sites might be
helpful in evaluating various harvesting and reforestation tech-
niques. Such a program would involve joint meetings of DEPE,
Pinelands and industry representatives to select sites, prepare
harvesting and management" plans, develop methods to assess en-
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vironmental impacts and quicken the permit review process. With
regard to harvesting and management, one panelist recommended
that attention needs to be focused on steps to ensure regenera-
tion of harvested sites with appropriate enforcement mechanisms.

Although the results of this program could assist in the develop-
ment of a comprehensive cedar policy, it would not address all
aspects of cedar management, such as the extent to which cedar
acreage should be increased, how that might be accomplished and
how diversity of stands might be encouraged.

Recommendation 1.25 The Commission should seek comments from
various DEPE offices on state forest management plans.

Even though the broad elements of a forest management policy can
be enunciated, the lack of consensus within DEPE on site specific
management proposals and the need to resolve sometimes contradic-
tory management objectives were discussed. It was also noted
that DEPE has yet to prepare comprehensive forest management
plans for state parks and forests.

This recommendation was offered by one panel member as a means to
foster greater communication within DEPE relative to fish,
wildlife, natural heritage, forest fire, forestry and recrea-
tional interests in each state park and forest. One member op-
posed this recommendation on the basis that such a formal ap-
proach with Commission involvement is inappropriate and that in-
formal consultation should occur within DEPE. Another member
stated that informal consultation has not proven to be effective
and does not necessarily lend itself to making informed judgments
on contradictory management objectives.

v. PUBLIC COMMENTS

One individual suggested that forestry should be viewed as more
than just harvesting and that forestry standards should address
biological impacts and avoid extraneous considerations, such as"
civil issues dealing with access to land. The Commission was
urged to require Pinelands municipalities to pursue good forest
management and to pay more attention to private forestry opera-
tions. The individual also expressed displeasure that the
workshop did not focus more on incentives to encourage landowners
to undertake forestry activities.

Another individual indicated that the final decision on forestry

applications should remain in the hands of the Commission, with
the assistance of technical experts.
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Forestry Workshop Recommendations

Topical Area

Rec.

Recommendation of One
or More Panel Members(1)

Comm.
Action(2)

Estimate
of Resources(3)

Staff(4)

$33(5)

Notes(6)

Health of Forest
Resources Industry

CMP Forestry
Standards

1.01

1.02

1.03

1.04

Analyze trends in production from sawmills

Analyze trends in use of wood products

Analyze trends in the number of woodcutters

Permit forest management practices unless
cxpressly prohibited

Study

Study

Study

CMP

6wm -P

6wm - P

4wm - P

N/A

N/A

o Difficylt to disaggregate Pines and non-
Pines shares

o Production information may be difficult,
if not impossible, to obtain, particularly
for pre-Pines period

1o Difficult to account for changing market

conditions
o Isolated events may skew results because
of small number of sawmills

o Data may not be available
o May be impossible to disaggregate Pines
from non-Pines data

o No method to obtain pre-Pines data has
been identified

o Without accounting for size of operations
and volume, information would have little
value

o Permits practices where the pros and cons have

not been evaluated
o Sets precedent for blanket approvals of
other practices and land uses

(1)  Recommendations offered by one or more panel members are listed whether or not they were discussed in detail or whether or not they were supported by

other panelists.

(2)  Three types of Commission actions are noted: "CMP" denotes a CMP amendment; "Study" denotes more than a nominal amount of time for analysis; and
"Admin." denotes action without an amendment or study.

(3)  The"Estimate of Resources" is an approximation of staff or monetary resources that would be needed. Estimates are not presented for CMP amendments.

) Staff resources are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amount of staff time necessary to complete the task) by office. Offices are indicated as
follows: P - Planning; S - Science; DR - Development Review; and PP - Public Programs. No entries are presented for less than 1 work month.

(5) Monetary entries are very preliminary estimates of costs associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring of additional staff. No entries are
given if costs are expected 10 be less than $1,000.

(6) Notes represent stalf comments which may be relevant to the Commission’s evaluation of the recommendations.




Forestry Workshop Recommendations

Estimate
Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3)
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2)| Staff(4) | $33(5) Notes(6)
1.05 | Tailor reforestation standards to the CMP N/A N/A | o Specific standards for a multiplicity of
land use following harvesting succeeding uses may be difficult to develop
' o Gencral provision may be administratively
possible but would foster debate unless
coupled with Recommendation 1.06
1.06 | Develop best management practices for Study 6wm - S - o Ecological and natural resource goals
harvesting and rcforcstation 2wm - DR can be considered
1.07 | Permit herbicide use to aid in re-establishment | CMP N/A N/A |o Permitted now on an occasional basis
of harvested cedar stands o Policy/standard can reconcile production
and natural resource goals
1.08 |Relax reforestation standards to permit CMP N/A N/A |o Need for intensive management of non-
non-native plants in areas already . native species should be considered
dominated by non-native vegetation
1.09 |Rclax reforestation standards to permit non- |CMP N/A N/A |o Permitting non-native species in public
native plants in areas visible o the public areas calls into question general policy
to discourage non-native species

1)

@)

)

(6)

Recommendations offered by one or more pancl members are listed whether or not they were discussed in detail or whether or not they were supported by

other panclists.

‘Ihree types of Commission actions are noted: "CMP" denotes a CMIPP amendment; "Study" denoles more than a nominal amount of time for analysis; and
“"Admin." denotcs action without an amendment or study.

The "Estimatc of Resources” is an approximation of staff or monctary resources that would be needed.  Estimates arce not presented for CMP amendments.

Stall resources are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amount of staff time nccessary to complete the task) by office. Offices are indicated as
follows: P - Planning; S - Science; DR - Development Review; and PP - Public Programs. No entries are presented [or less than 1 work month.

Monetary entries are very preliminary estimates of costs associated with a cousulting contract or with the hiring of additional staff. No entries are
given il costs are expected to be less than $1,000.

Notes represent staff comments which may be relevant to the Commission’s evaluation of the recommendations.




Forestry Workshop Recommendations

Estimate

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3)

Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2)| Staff(4) | $33(5) Notes(6)

1.10 |Inform forest resource industry of CMP Admin. - - o Can benefit CMP compliance and
interpretations which affect forestry permitting process

o Not difficult or costly to do if practice
is not extended to other industrics and
organizations

1.11 |Increasc follow-up inspcctions on clear Admin. lwm - DR - o Staff inspections in other arcas would
cuts to ensure proper reforestation be reduced slightly
practices o After-the-fact problems difficult to

resolve with current authorities

1.12 | Clarify meaning of standard which requires CMP N/A N/A |o Clarification might enhance compliance
access to harvesting sites be "direct"

1.13 | Eliminate requircment for permission from CMP N/A N/A |o Eliminating CMP requirement does not
other property owners whose land is to eliminate woodcutter’s legal obligation
be crossed o Adjoining property owners might seek

damages from the Commission
1) Recommendations offered by one or more pancl members are listed whether or not they were discussed in detail or whether or not they were supported by

other panclists.

(2)  Three types of Commission actions are noted: “CMP" denotes a CMP amendment; “Study" denotes more than a nominal amount of time for analysis; and
"Admin." denotes action without an amendment or study.

K

) The “Estimate of Resources™ is an approximation of staff or monctary resources that would be needed.  Estimates are not presented for CMP amendments.

) Staff resources are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amount of staff time nccessary to complete the task) by office. Offices are indicated as
follows: P - Planning; S - Scicnce; DR - Development Review; and PP - Public Programs. No entries are presented for less than 1 work month.

(5) Monctary entries are very preliminary estimates of costs associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring of additional staff. No entrics are
given if costs are expected to be less than $1,000.

(6) Notes represent stall comments which may be relevant to the Commission’s evaluation of the recommendations.




Forestry Workshop Recommendations

Topical Area

Rec.

Recommendation of One
or More Panel Members(1)

Comm.
Action(2)

Estimate
of Resources(3)

Staff(4)

$$8(5)

Notes(6)

Permitting
Procedures

1.14

1.15

1.16

Provide staff assistance to forestry applicants
in conducting cultural resource surveys

Provide staff assistance to forestry applicants
1in conducting threatened/endangered
plant and animal surveys

Identify areas suitable for harvesting and
which don’t require cultural resource or
thrcatened/endangered specics surveys

Admin.

Admin.

Admin.

2wm/yr.- P

2wm/yr.- DR

4wm - P
4wm - DR

o Only 18 forestry applications were received
in 1991

o Cultural resource surveys are required
on a very infrcquent basis

o Each survey would require approximately
2 to 3 weeks of staff time

o Sets precedent for other applicants to
scek help

o Although a majority of applicants are
required to check state natural heritage
rccords, less than onc-quarter ultimately
need to do anything further

o The level of additional survey, when
nceded, is variable according to the species
and sitc conditions. Survcys may require
up to 10 work days

o Sets precedent for other applicants to
seck help

o Absent the prehistoric site predictive
model (only partially completed due to lack
of funding), this is virtually impossible to
accomplish for cultural resources

o Since threatened & endangered species
inventories are continually updated as a
result of ficld work, this would be outdated
shortly after completion

o Alternative to Recommendations
1.14and 1.15

m

)

(&)
)

®)

(6)

Recommcndatlons allcrcd by onc or mare pancl mcinbess are Hutcd whether or aot they were discusacd in detall o6 whcther o6 ant they were sugsported by

other panclisia.
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Forestry Workshop Recommendations

Estimate

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3)

Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2)| Staff(4) | $33(5) Notes(6)

L.17A | Simplify & streamline review process by CMP N/A N/A |0 Problems (other than those addressed by
redefining forestry as something other than other recommendations) need to be defined.
development o At this point, it is unclear exactly what

is to be accomplished
1. Eliminate municipal review of forestry o Is contrary to permitting framework established
applications in the Pinelands Protection Act
o Likcly to be opposcd by municipalitics
2. Allow municipalities to exempt forestry CMP o If coupled with CMP amendment to estab-
from municipal pcrmitting requirements lish direct Commission pcrmitting process,
this could strcamline the process
0 Unccrtain how many municipalitics would
opt to exempt forestry

1.17B | Delegate forestry permit and enforcement Admin./ Iwm - S - o Legal authority nceds 1o be explored

responsibility to DEPE CMP 2wm - DR o Uncertain how natural resource concerns
' would be handled
1.18 | Eliminatc review of applications by Admin. - - o Forcstry committce would continue to review
Pinclands Foresiry Advisory Commitice only state management plans
Natural Resource 1.19 | Analyze environmental cffects of clearcutting | Study/ 12wm - S - 0 Some preliminary work on cedar already
Concerns and cstablish standards to lessen adverse CMP done
impacts o Research proposal on cedar pending before
MAB program dcals with cedar management
(including clearcutting) on a rcgional basis

1.20 | Examinc ccological effects of fire management | Study 12wm - S - o Does not address broader natural resource
practices on threatened/endangered plants . implications of firc management
and animals -

(1) Recommendations offered by onc or more pancl mcmben asc listed whether or aot they were discusscd in detall or whether o aot they wore suppeorted by
other panclists.

() Thece ty|-;- of Comaisston actlons are noted: "“CMI"° denotes 8 CMIP “Study” denulcs more than o insl amount of time (or anatysls; and
“Admin.* denotes action without sn smendment or study.

(M) e Latimate of R " Is an apy of sinfl o tary that would be nceded. Latl arc aol p § for CMI®

(4)  Stalf resources sre shown in work months (win) (the approximate amount of stalf time necessary to cou‘lplcu the task) by office. Offices are Indicated a3
foliows: P - Planning; § - Scicnce; DR - Development Review; and PP - Public Programs. No entrics are preacated for less than 1 work month.

($)  Monclary entrics are very prel y of conts d with a ling or with the hiring of additions) staff. No entrics are
given if costs arc expecicd 10 be bess than $1,000.

(©) Notes repeesent stall comments which may be relevant to the C ission's of the




Forestry Workshop Recommendations

Estimate
Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3)
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2)| Staff(4) | $3$(5) Notes(6)
1.21 |Develop environmentally based guidelines Study 6wm - S - o May be difficult to implement if not set
for prescribed burning ' forth in regulations
o Conscnsus with various DEPE officcs may
be difficult to reach
1.22 | Develop joint DEPE/Pinelands Commission | Admin./ 4wm - S - o Reconciling natural resource and public
policy on firc managecment in the Pine CMP lwm - DR safety objectives may be difficult
Plains and adopt implementing regulations
1.23 | Develop a comprehensive cedar policy for Admin.? |4wm-S - o Establishment of a broad policy may provide
the Pinelands a good framework for more detailed
research to be undertaken and standards
to be developed
o Research proposal pending before EPA may
represent a viable alternative
1.24 | Conduct a pilot cedar management program Study 24wm - S -
?4wm - DR
1.25 |Seek comments from various DEPE offices Admin. - - o Might encourage DEPE offices to consult
on state forest management plans early in plan formulation
o Some DEPE offices may be reluctant to submit
independent comments
1) Recommendations offered by onc or more pancl members are listed wl;clhcr or not they were discussed in detail or whether or not they were supported by
other panclists.
) Three types of Commission actions are noted: "CMP" denotes a CMP amendment; "Study” denotes more than a nominal amount of time for analysis; and

"Admin." denotes action without an amendment or study.

(3)  The“Estimate of Resources” is an approximation of staff or monclary resources that would be needed. Estimates are not presented for CMP amendments.

) Stalf resources are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amount of staff time necessary to complete the task) by office. Offices are indicated as
follows: P - Planning; S - Science; DR - Development Review; and PP - Public Programs. No entries are presented for less than 1 work month.

(5) Monctary cntrics are very preliminary estimates of costs associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring of additional staff. No entries are
given if costs are expected to be less than $1,000.

6) Notes represent stalf comments which may be relevant to the Commission’s evaluation of the recommendations.




APPENDIX A

"Forestry in the Pinelands" Meeting
List of Participants
April 29, 1992

Name of Participant Affiliation

G. Lester Alpaugh NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry
‘ State Forestry Service
Pinelands Forestry Advisory Committee

James Rozmus NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry
Wharton State Forest

Thomas Breden NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry
Office of Natural Lands Management
Natural Heritage Program

Olin White, Jr. NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry
State Forestry Service

Joseph Hughs* : NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry
Bureau of Forest Fire Management

Thomas Hampton** NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry
Office of Natural Lands Management
Administration

Robert Lund NJDEPE, Fish, Game & Wildlife
Clinton Wildlife Management Area

Larry Niles NJDEPE, Fish, Game & Wildlife
Endangered & Nongame Program

Tony Petrongolo NJDEPE, Fish, Game & Wildlife
Planning Coordinator

Ted Gordon Philadelphia Botanical Club
Pinelands Forestry Advisory Committee

Tom Hirshblond Pinelands Forester

Liz Johnson*#* The Nature Conservancy

John Kuser Rutgers University

Cook College, Fish & Wildlife Section

Terrence D. Moore Pinelands Commission, Executive Director
Workshop Coordinator

Charles Horner Pinelands Commission, Development Review
Robert Zampella Pinelands Commission, Science Office
Paul Evans** Pinelands Commission, Development Review

* Panelist attended in place of David Harrison, Bureau of Forest
Fire Management.
** Panelist was invited but was unable to attend meeting.



Forestry Trends

1. What factors are useful in measuring the health of the in-
dustry?

2. What data exists relative to these factors?

3. Can this data be disaggregated for the Pinelands?

4. As a means of judging Pinelands impacts, is it appropriate
to conduct trend analyses of these factors in the Pinelands
relative to those in the larger 7 county region and to the
stats as a wholae?

s. Do yeou have available any data on these factors? If so,
what trends are evident when comparing pre-Pinelands condi-
tions (1980 and earlier) with conditions since adopticn. of
the Pinelands Plan? What trends relative to the 7 county
region and the state as a whole are evident? :

6. If trends in important factors are evident, what conclusions
can be drawn? To what extent might these be attributed to
the Pinelands Plan? -

7. Do you have reason to believe these trands may or may not
continue? If so, why?

8. On the basis of your own knowledge, do you have an opiniocn
as to whether the Pinelands Plan has positively or nega-
tively affected the viability of the forestry industry in
the Pinelands?

o overall?

o specific segments or types?

In addition to those already discussed, what other analyses
should be done to test these conclusions?

9. If negative trends are evident, what steps can state govern-

APPENDIX B

Forestry in the Pinelands

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting

April 29, 1992

ment in general or the Pirelands Commission in particular
take to reverse them?



Rinelands Standazds

10.

1ll.

12.

i3.

14.

Are the Pinelands Plan’s pmanagement standards for forestrv
yses effective in maintaining the industry’s viability?
What specific changes in these standards might enhance the
industry’s viability?

To what extent, if any, would the following practices
enhance the industry?

o different forest management objectives and standards
for public and private lands;

o converting stands to different species (e.g. ocak to
pine dominated stands, fire damaged and poorly stocked
stands to more productive stands); and

o usa of white pine and loblolly pine for restoraticn.

Would specific criteria for planning and conducting cedar
harvests contribute to the long term viability of cedar? 1If
so, what criteria might be considered?

Do any of the Plan’s gthexr management standards (e.g. wet-
lands, watar quality) negatively affect forestry operations?

To.what extant do these negative impacts occur? Do these
have industry-wide significance? What, if any, specific
changes -in these standards might enhance the Lndustry s
viability?

Do Pinelands permitting and bonding requirements unneces-
sarily hinder forestry operations? What, if any, changes
might be made while still ensuring that harvesting and res-
toration standards are met? _

Environmental Impacts

1s.

16.

How should the Pinelands landscape and its forest com-
munities be described?

How "should ecological integrity. or essential character be
measured in the Pinelands?

<) characteristic landscapes?
] unique or rare communities?
o unique or rare plants and animals?

Q others?



1z.

18.

1s9.

20.

21.

22 [

23.

How do forest management activities directed towards in-
creased timber production affect the Pinelands landscape,
the structure and composition of its forests, and the
region’s ecclogical integrity or essential character?

Do you have any data available on the impacts of these
forest management activities? If so, to what extent are
these impacts evident in the Pinelands?

Describe the types of forest management techniques that can
be employed to preserve and protect the ecological intagrity
or essantial character of the Pinelands. To what extent, if

‘any, do Pinelands forestrv management stapndards enhance the

region’s ecological integrity or essential character? Are
changed or additional standards needed to enhance positive
impacts?

To what extent, if any, do Pinelands forestrv management
standards limit the region’s ecological integrity or essen-

tial character? Are changed or additional standards needed
to limit negative impacts?

wha't. are the positive and negative aspects of the state’s
forest fire management programs? Can the program incor-

.poratn a hrcade: ranqa of natural resource management goals?

Do the Pinslands Plan changes prev1ously suggested as a
means to enhance the industry’s viability have environmental
implications? If so, are they significant, region-wide im-
plications?

Is additional research or analysis needed before any of the
recommendations previously discussed are considered? 1If so,
what should be its focus?

JCS/RAZ/LC/CP4B



APPENDIX C

Background Information

for

Forestry in the Pinelands Technical Panel Meeting

Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management

-Plan, The Second: -Progress Report on Plan Implementation -

Chapter II Development Review, pg. II-19.

Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management
Plan, The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation -
Chapter VI Science, pgs. VI-3 through VI-12.

Pinelands Development Standards - Subchapter 6 of the
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan,' revised 2/29/88,
summary.

Excerpts from Subchapter 6, Part III-Fish and Wildlife and
Part IV-Forestry, of the Comprehensive Management Plan
(N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.31-6.44)

Excerpt from Atlantic White Cedar Wetlands, 1987.
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Public Comments Received Prior to Technical Panel Meeting
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CITY OF ESTELL MANCR
OFFICE QOF:

PLANNING BOARD
P.0O. BOX 102
ESTELL MANOR, NJ 08319

April 1,1992

The Pinelands Commission
P.0. Box 102 .
New Lisbon, NJ 080&4

Att: Terrence D. Mocre
Executive Director

Dear Mr. Moore:

Enclosed please find our respgonse to vyour letter dated
February 28, 1992 regarding key topics for Pinelands Commission
review. ‘

Topic One: We have no problem with solid waste.

Topic Two: Resource Basaed Industries: The prdblem is that they
cannot be the only industries in the municipality.

Topic Three: Economic Impacts: The economic impact is very
severe. The Pinelands is not taking into consideration the
economic impact on the municipality that they are regulating. The
Pinelands regulations are making it difficult ¢to collect the
school taxes, which our constitution requires to be imposed, in
order to meet the constitutional needs of a thorough and
efficient education. The Pinelands Commission must recognize
that the municipalities have other concerns beyond those within
the egqos of the Pinelands, such as the financing of public
schoals, the financing of other municipal improvements, - the
provision for health and safety of the residents, and without a
proper tax base, no municipality can operate the way we are
expected to operate under Pinelands regulations.

Topic Four: Pinelands Permitting: We feel that the Pinelands is
operated too strictly, that they follow some untried textbook
theories, which we simply do not feel are working in practice.

Taopic Five: Growth Demands and Policies: This is best left to
the municipality and not to the Pinelands Commission,
particularly in. a municipality such as Estell Manor, where the
philosophy for limited but orderly growth, which is consistent
with the overall philosophy of the Pinelands. The problem is we
feel the local officials are far better able to determine the
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specific needs of the community and the specific details as to
how the community should be regulated better thanmn the Pinelands
Commissicn , which does not consist of any local residents in the
case of Estell Manor, which is geocgraphically removed a distance
of approximately fifty miles.

I¥ you should have any questions regarding the above comments,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Renee S. McGarry
Secretary



Chair
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120-348 Whitesbog Road - Srowns Miils, NJ 08015 + (609) 8934757

April 17, 1992

Mr. Terrence Moore

The Pinelands Commission
P.O0.Box 7

New Lisbon NJ, 08064

Dear Mr. Mocre; |

In response to your letter of February 28, I have enclosed recommen-
dations on approaches to five of the key topics the Pinelands Corrmmis-
sion has selected for review. ‘

Earlier this month, fifteen members of the Pinelands Preservation
Alliance's Plan Review Committee spent a day reviewing these five
topics. Individuals who attended the meeting spent the mtervening time
writing recommendations for the expert panels to consider..

The results are enclosed. The subjects and the authors are:

Topic 1 Solid Waste - Dr. Gerard Vriens
Topic 2 Forestry . Dr. Emile DeVito
Topic 2 Resource Extraction William Smith
Topic 3 Economic Impact Sally Price

Topic 5 Growth Demands  William Neil

The pressure of the short time available and other commitments
means that the submissions on the last two topics will be hand carried
to you next week. Those subjects and the authors are:

Topic 2 Agriculture Michele Byers
Topic 4 Permitting Janet Larson

As the full PPA committee reviews the attachments and has further
suggestions, they will be submitted to you or the expert panels.

The PPA appreciates this opportunity to submit recommendations to
you and the expert panels and looks forward to the meetings of the pan-
els.

Coordinator,
PPA Plan Review Comrmittee



PINELANDS PRESERVATION ALLIAN
120348 WHITESEOG ROAD
BROWNS MILLS, NEW JERSEY 02015

April 16, 1992

New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan Review

TOPIC 2 = E§§93.u‘.<:§ Based Insmszz.kes - Forestry in the New
Jersey Pinelands

I - Current Policies:

Current CMP Forestry standards for privately owned lands
encourage commercial forestry which is conducted in a manner
designed to protect the integrity of the timber resourcs.
Pinelands municipal master plans require forests to be
managed under approved forestry management plans and forestry
activities generally conform to established practices.
Unfortunately, typical forestry plans seldom are holistic in
their approach. Rather than treating the forest community as
a complex assemblage of plants and animals,forest management
plans often address forests as agricultural plots with long-
term crop rotation.

While it may be difficult to enhance forestry practices
on private forest lands, clear opportunity exists to enlist
state foresters, conservation groups, plant and animal
experts, and wildlife managers in an innovative, holistic
- approach to the management of the forest ecpsystem.

ITI - Current Trends and Concerns:

The overriding concern over forest management of public
lands is the current lack of long-term plans. Plans which
are being developed are welcome, but it is unlikely these
plans look beyond the timber resources and their management.
Without this effort, an opportunity to create an encompassing
holistic plan which enhances the 1ntegrity of Pinelands
forest resources will be lost.

Racently, concerns regarding clear-cutting have been
voiced by such varied groups as hunting clubs and the
endangered and non-game biologists. Objectives have been
voiced about poor stewardship at Atlantic White Cedar
forests, and many ecologists are aghast at the resurrection
of the bad idea of converting vast areas of public lands to
non-native loblolly hybrid plantations. Others are concerned
about the harvesting of forest resocurces being driven by
sporadic needs for oak cordwood or wood chips for sewage
sludge, rather than by a management goal and needs of a
particular forest. Too often, the cuts appear to be planned
first, with the ensuirg silvicultural justification for the
cut invented later.
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Forestry in the Pinelands must serve the essential
function of improving the quallty of Pinelands resources.
From a wide variety of viewpoints, human manlpulation of
Pinelands habitats can be a positive tgol. The key is that
human disturbances must be made to mimic natural
disturbances, thus creatlng unique habitats essential for the
expansion of populations of the most characteristic and
unique Pinelands species.

The Pinelands Preservation Alliance deoces not support an
awkward and ecologically unsound position against the
harvesting of trees, or against all clearcutting. What we
object to is the profligation of archaic forestry techniques,
the unsound ecological rhetoric with which cuts are
justified, and the establishment of cuts based on resource
demands rather than based on the goals established in
long-term, holistic, forest ecosystem management plans.

I1II - Goals & Recommendations

The goals of forestry in the Pinelands should all be
designed to enhance Pinelands resources. Long-term ‘
enhancement of specific tracts for oak, pine, or cedar is a
reasonable goal, but should be part of an overall landscape
plan which incorporates not only these habitats but other
essential elements of the Pinelands mosaic, such as rare
plants or animal habitats. 1ln some regions, forest
fragmentation is a major concern, while in other regions, it
is less of a problem. A holistic plan should determine wherc
various concerns are important and when different types of
management scenarios must be enacted.

First and foremost, all public lands within jurisdiction
of the Pinelands CMP must be governed by a long-term
management plan. Currently, no such plans exist, and those
being developed do not contain a holistic view of ecosystem
management. The Pinclands are a mosaic, and should be
treated as such. Eliminating the chainsaw can be just as
harmful to preserving unique resources as the elimination of
fire, beavers, and other natural disturbances. The north-
central Pinelands contains unique communities of plants and
animals which are less sensitive to forest fragmentation than
any other region in New Jersay. Portions of Lebanon. and
Wharton State Forests are suited for logging, but rather than
simply extracting ocak, cedar, or pine "because it’s there"
each cut should have clear objectives.
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Examples of holistic approaches to ecosvstem management:
1) Rare and unique community development

Any post-cut may be a prime location for the management
of rare or unigue species which depend upon open, burned
areas. Cut areas should have portions set aside for future
management as rare species areas. There is no reason why
every cut area should be encouraged to rapidly grow back with
another sat of traes.

Some cf the most spectacular areas in the Pinelands are
clearings without trees, and were created by man and/or fire.
When a harvest is intended to creates a "target future stand
of trees," the rationale should be reviewed and agreed
to by the diverse array of experts on the Forest Advisory
Committee.

2) "Burn-Hot" Eingsgrmcmgnm!)s_lveme.n:

Control burning is a useful tool for protecting
developed property, or for protecting and encouraqing a
particular stand of trees to grow toward harvest in a
specific way. But there are large areas of .the Pinelands
~where Pinelands resources are scverely degraded by control
burnxng. Control burning reduces species diversity,
homogenizes forest composition, and makes the woodland more
akin to agriculture than to a diverse forest. Long-term
management plans should include the identification of
corridors of forest where control burns and future harvests
will occur. The intervening locations; surrounded by areas
of control burned forest which are relatively inflammable,
should be encouraged to burn hot. This would insure that the
communities of plants so unique to the Pinelands are
encouraged.

The state foresters have maintained that only a small
percent of public lands are planned for cutting, and
projections for cutting in a long-term plan will still only
encompass a relatively small area of the state forest lands.
These lands to be cut should be used to enhance the remaining
public lands. Planned control burns, future harvests, and
uncut areas can be integrated so as to provide for a wide
variety of Pinelands env;ronments, encouraging rare plants
and animals and providing a mosaic where hot fires may occur
without harm to people or property.

3) contiguous Forest Management Areas

The southern Pinelands forests differ dramatizally from
the north-central forests. ''he larger component of ocak in
the forest, as well as a more diverse structure of herb,
~ canopy, and shrub layers, houses a community of plants and
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especially animals which are much more sensitive to forest
fragmentation. The long-range management plan for public
lands south of the Atlantic City Expressway should be less
harvest-oriented, and should focus on the preservation of
large, contiguous blocks of forest, including large forest
buffers for endangered species such as barred owls, tiger
salamanders and bald eagles, and future threatened species
such as neotropical migrant songbirds. Areas where harvests
can be focused are those where towns, roads, or farms have
already severely fragmented the forest and, therefore,
contain fewer endangered species. These smaller wocodlots
should begin to be managed in order to promote the
establishment of hardwood stands suitable for timber harvest.

4) Cedar Swamp Moratorium

Simply stated, we know almost nothing about Atlantic
White Cedar Swamps. Certain individuals claim to know how to
regenerate cedar swamps by manipulating water levels, fencing
out deer, or by other methods. A few individuals have had
great success at germinating seedlings in nurseries while
others have had little success. Almost no¢ one ever mentions
other factors, such as the effect of seed predators (redback
voles), other herbivores, insects, and abandoned beaver
ponds. Hundreds of years ago, something was responsible for
the generation of even-aged large stands of Chaemaecvparis.
Of course, the role of fires is also frequently discussed as
destructive, but regenerative scenarios can also be proposecd.

The PPA strongly recommends that no more Atlantic White
Cedar be harvested on public lands until research on deer,
beaver, voles, insect predators and herbivores, fire, wet and
dry years, proximity of seed sources, and other factors are
thoroughly investigated. Foresters, ecologists, and graduate
students from our many universities should focus their
efforts on conducting a wealth of long-term studies in the
field using designated experimental study plots. These
tracts of cedar may be cut or otherwise manipulated only for
carefully designed experimentation. The onslaught on
Atlantic White Cedar will doubtless continue on private
lands, so let’s use our state forests to study the resource.
We should not continue to cut cedar due to questionable,
market driven pressure, inventing explanations as to how and
why the cedar will return on the site, and hoping that it
will. Let’s cooperate and learn something. The next
generation of foresters, sawmill operators, and rare bird and
plant watchers will be proud!

These suggestions will, no doubt, be controversial.
Suggesting that cutting of public lands should be done in
areas where fragmentation has already occurred means that
cuts will be nearer to people! Suggesting that cutting and
control burning create gother areas where hot fires can safely
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occur to promote unique Pinelands species may nhot be well
received by those only familiar with an archaic, "Smokey-the-
Bear" attitudes toward forests. Learning about the role of
beavers, voles, and the manipulation of water levels in the
establishment of cedar swamps will no doubt try the patience
of those who stand to profit by the continued long-term
cutting of the Atlantic White Cedar resource.

FPoresters, plant and animal ecologists, landscape
ecologists, and habitat management experts must all work
together in achieving a level of resource management which
has never before existed. Managing the Pinelands to preserve
all of the Pinelands resources cannot be accomplished by any
one group of professionals. It is a difficult task but one
which can occur if we are willing to shed cur previous
misconceptions and develop an enlightened set of new goals
and objectives. Recent cooperation between foresters,
ecologists, hunter groups and conservation groups is evidence
that we are ready to tackle the largaer task of developing a
long-term management plan for Pinelands forest resources.

The Pinelands Preservation Alliance offers its
assistance and enthusiastically awaits the opportunity to
help create.a new vision for our Pinelands forests. '



april 15, 1992

Mz . Terry Moore
Executive Director, Pinelands Commission
PO Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Re: Plan Review

Dear Mr. Moore,

Thank you for the opportunity tc comment on approaches for
studying topics selected for plan zaview. I am making these
comments on behalf of the New Jersey Chapter of the Sierra Club.
I would like to restrict my comments to topics ¥2 and #3,
tesource-based industries in the Pinelands and economic impacts
of the plan on traditional industries.

We recognize the need for active forestzy practices in the
Pinelands, both as a continuation of traditional Pinelands life
as vell as providing vood products for the marketplace. But ve
are caoncerned that current forestzy management practices on
public lands may not be adequate .for long-term protaction and
enhancement of the forest resources and may alsc clash with other
goals of publiec land manaqement such as preservation of
ecosystams, maintenance of aesthetic values, and p:ovxdxng a wvide
range of outdoor recreational activities.

The State Forestry Department says that logging on public lands
is economically necsssary to provide weood for the state's wood
products industry. They also statea that 85% of New Jersay's
voodlands are privately owned. An approach to determining the
adequacy of the CMP in this area would be a detailed assessmant
of the economics of forestzry practices on private vs. public
lands. What portion of the state's (or Pinelands) forestzy
activities take place on public lands, and what economic benefits
do the people of New Jersey receive? Do forestry activities
subsidize the Forestry Dept. budget? Does the Forest 3Service
lease lands fozr logging at less than market value, in effact
subsidizing the use of public lands for this purpose? And do
these practicas negatively affect the market for forestry on
private lands? ‘Comparisons could be made between Pinelands
forestry activitie= and these in the zest of the state. Perhaps
state forests in the Pinelands and the vaod products industzy
vould both be better served by conflining large-scale cutting of
trees to privats lands. State forestzy personnel could be used
to encourage bhetter silvicultural techniques on private lands,
providing a better return for landovwners as well as helping to
maintain open lands, which benefits the public. Such studies
could probably use existing data from the 3tate Forestry Dept.
and private Eorestzy organizations '

Any studies of tne economic lmpact af the CMP shaould consider the

potential negative impacts of large scale resource extraction
(mining, logging) on recreation and tourism. An additional



threat to certain forms of recreation as vell as to Pinelands
forests is the inappropriate use of motorized vehicles in the
Pinelands. The Sierra Club thinks that the amount of public land
in the Pinelands where vehicular access is prohibited (natuzal
areas, etc) ls vastly underrspresanted when compared to the total
amsunt of land vhere vehicles are alloved. We recognize the
rights of all users of public lands, but feel that therzre is a
great imbalance in how public lands are designated and

managed in the Pinelands. Designation of meore natural areas
csuld provide economic benefits to surrounding communities, providers
of outdoor equipment, etc. A simple methodology to study this
issue would be to compare the percentage of public lands in
surzounding states that are managed as vilderness areas or wheze
vehiculaz access ils restricted. Ceztain types of hunting can
benefit from restricted access as well, and comments could be
eolicited from Fish and Game authorities in other states as to
the accaptance of these designations by hunters.

Thank you again for the opportunity to make these comments.
Michael Gallavay

Pinelands Coordinator
New Jersey Chapter, Sierza Club
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T April 14, 1992

New Jersey Plnelands Comm;sszon
P.0.Box 7
New Lisbon, N.J. g8gé4

To: Executive Director, Terrence Moore and Commissioners

re: Key Topics for Pinelands Commission Review-"The management,
protection and scientific use of cultural resources in the
New Jersey Pinelands

In reguard to Topic 2: Resource Based Industries,ie. berry
fafming. the construction and maintainence of berms, dikes and
road syétems has destroyed irrenlacable archaeological resources
and continues to impact and threaten these resources as berry
farming practices employ borrow pitting tactics extracting un-
disturbed soils (sand and gravel) from adjacent or nearby up-
land pristine lacations. Each time this is conducted whole or -
parts of New Jersey and Pinelands history and prehistory are
destroyed. '

Policies in the past have either ignored or grandfathered.the
activity since it has been a long held Pinelands agricultural
practice; or treated this as a trade-off situation choosing
‘not to regulate at all since other newer land use praétices
were easier and less controversial to bring into compliance.
The problem is, the very environments that these berry farms
occuvny-former cedar éwamps and adjacent environs-comprise a
narrow range of micro environmental niches that are totally
unstudied and unknown from the standpoint of early human land
use. eg. headwater drainage divide basin of the Rancocas and
Mullica systems.

Assessment should be conducted on berry farming practices within
the Pinelands and especially in these critical areas to both
evaluate the extent of damage (past and ongoing) as well as
propose and initiate a selective archaeological program of
sampling and retrival in order to opreserve and interpret the
vast cultural behavior before its totally destroyed.

In reguard to activities related to forest management, a topic
in and of itself usually of low impact to cultural resources
unless new roads and staging areas are being cut or established
in locales adjacent to wetlands, ie. present day cedar loggzing,

(1)



or situated on upland dune ridges and terraces. Certain specific
landforms with affinities to earlier human associations need to

be recognized, mapped and studied as potential sources of historic
and prehistoric data.

Also other forest management practices that employ fire prevention
techniques using ditches, breaks and fire roads need to be more
fully assessed. If possible when these impact areas are vredeter-
mined by forest management schemes consideration should be taken
to avoid the potential occurrence or mitigate the archaeological
resources in these areas.

Under Tovic 4, Pinelands Permitting, although I am not adverse to
the streamlining of Pineland review and permitting practices but

as expressed in a previous letter reguarding this topic (see en-
closed) serious shortfalls in the vrotection, management and
scientific investigation of cultural resources are still unresolved.
(See my letter of Dec. 11, 1991 for svecific concerns and recom-
mendations). All archaeological resources need to be provortionally
sampled for site specific data reguardless of their vositions
within or outside of the buffers.

Respectfully submitted, -
A A NN
John H. Cresson
- JHC/cme
cec Dr. Barry Brady, N.J. Pinelands Commission
Dr. Anthony Ranere, Temple University, Archaeoclogical Consultant
Josevh Arsenault, Environmental Consultant
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December 11, 1991
N.J.Pinelands Commission
P.0. Box 7.
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064

Maureen, vlease bring this to the attention of the Commissioners ASA?
re: Issues facing future Pinelands research in archaeological
samnling and collection in buffer areas-

An issue of serious concern is the management, orotection and
scientific use of cultural resources in buffer, deed restricted and
set-aside parcels after Pinelands approval. This circumstance serves
to greatly impede historical and scientific research.

Since little regulation and no orotection or retrival mechanisms ex-
sists for archaeological data inquiry after sub-division and individ-
ual proverty ovnershin an imnroved orogram needs to be imvolemented to
both safeguard and sample these resources in the planning and applica-
tion stages as well as after construction and individual vrovjerty
ownershin. . . ' '

My recommendation is first, +to provide some legal and enforcement
mechanisms with'teeth' to prevent individual vroverty ovners from
knowingly or unknowingly destroying cultural resources in these desig-
nated zones; second,  to samnle all sites of cultural use and re-
source found within these zones in stage I & II archaeological surveys
and third, to establish a sedarate revository for Pinelands cultural
resources for ongoing and future scientific research so a more unlform
singular body of documents and artifacts are in one bvlace.

An enormous votential exists for gleaning more direct, oristine and
unfettered knowledge of Pinelands history and orehistory in these
zones since most of the already known resources occur within'wetland’
buffers. As concerned and serious researchers we are overlooking a.
large body of data and research potential under the guise of'protection’
that in effect, to this day, denies purvoseful, necessary scientific
research from theée neglected areas. '

In essence, we are only getting a minute flicker of reflection through
the window of the past in Pinelands history and land-use.

Resnectfully submitted,

S N

John H.Cresson
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The Allegheny Society of American Foresters
NEW JERSEY DIVISION

KEY TOPICS FOR PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW
TOPIC 2: RESOURCE BASED INDUSTRIES

Pinelands Commission Statement: "Assess CMP standards for

forestry, agriculture, and resource extraction and determine
whether changes are necessary to maintain the viability of
these uses and enhance Pinelands protection."

N.J.SAF Statement: The New Jersey Division of the
Allegheny Society of American Foresters believes the

formidable review necessary to get a forestry (harvesting)
permit in the Pinelands inhibits forest management in the
Pinelands and has an adverse effect on the health, biological
diversity, and cultural heritage of the Pinelands.

The current process, through the Pinelands development
review procedure, has resulted in forestzrys' adoption as
development at the municipal level in their land use
ordinances or master plan. Many municipalities choose to
regulate forestry through planning boards. Consequently,
site plans are required just like with a major subdivision or
mining proposal. Surveyors, engineers, and environmental
specialists may be required. The result is a time consuming,
often prohibitively expensive review with no guarantee a
permit will be granted at all.

Municipalities that don't require application to the
planning board may enforce their ordinances through the
zoning officer, or building inspector, or council, or the
environmental commission. Some planning boards may waive the
site plan, others will not. Some municipalities don't want
to be bothered by it at all.

On the other hand, agriculture is not reviewed by the
Pinelands Commission and is protected from municipal nuisance
ordinances. Forestry has much more in common with
agriculture than it does with the development activities it
is currently associated with.

The need for uniform, workable regulation is apparent.
N.J. SAF would like to see forestry permits removed from the
development review process and simplified and made uniform at
the Municipal level.

CN 404 e 501 East State Street e  Trenton, NJ 08625



Questions to address:

1. The questions to be studied are simple: al Is forest
management allowed, and to be encouraged in the Pinelands as
the CMP currently indicates?

b] Are Pinelands landowners currently able to practice
forestry on their lands throughout the Pinelands or where it
is allowed or encouraged under the current system of
regulation?

c] How has the forest industry dependent on Pinelands timber
faired since the inception of the Pinelands Commission
current permit review system?

d] Are the forest dependent aspects of the Pinelands cultural
heritage thriving?

2. The answers to the questions above can be found in the
Pinelands CMP, municipal ordinances or master plans, state
records on forest products statistics, and testimony gathered
over the review period.

Policies and Regulations

1. We feel regqulations need to be changed and further study
on the matter is unnecessary. Alternatives need to be
developed. Some alternatives are: A. Forestry not reviewed
at all by the Pinelands Commission and be protected from
nuisance ordinances like agriculture. B. A system where the
Bureau of Forestry reviews applications and reports to the -
Commission a summary of events. C. Pinelands foresters -
review applications and work with the forester or landowner
to protect Pinelands interests. D. Install a uniform process
at the municipal.level.

2. Changes like those suggested above will accomplish: A. A
uniform and predictable permit process. B. A financially
feasible process. C. Enable landowners to manage their
forests unencumbered by excessive regulation. The benefits
of good forest management are consistent with the goals of
the Pinelands as we understand them.

3. We feel qualified to present ourselves as technical
experts on forestry, but are not familiar with the Pinelands
Protection Act and federal Pinelands legislation and are
unable to comment.

4. The importance of the woods to the character and
qualities of the Pinelands is well documented and generally
understood. Forest managements' connection to biological
diversity and ecosystem health is also well documented.
Specific sources can be provided should the upcoming
workshops request them.

Qther Approaches:

No further comment.

The N.J. SAF appreciates the Pinelands Commission's
responding to the problem and allowing the opportunity to
express our concerns. Please keep us informed of events. If



we can be of assistance to the workshops of technical experts

or participate in them in anyway, we would welcome the
opportunity.

Respectfulli%;EBmitted,
Craig Kane
Executive Committee N.J.SAF



South Jersey Porest Resouzce Council

Dedicated 73 Te Cansecvation of Jay Jersay Pocests F p

April 17, 1992

Terzencs D. Mdore
Executive Director
Pinelands Commission
P.0. Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Dear Mr. Moore:

Qver the past several years, the members of our ozrganization have
been deeply concerned about the forestzy standards contained in the
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan. We hope that you and youz
staff will rzeceive and review ocur comments with the same spizit in
which they are offered; that 1is to encourage the consezvation of
forests within the zegion. '

Since the last plan zeview, programs offered by other goveznmental
agencies have been quite successful at zenewing intezsst in * forest
consexvation. We hope that the Pinelands Commission will jgin £he
effort. Given this renewed public interest, it would  be most
beneficial i£f greater and more meaningful participation of the people
wozking with forest zesouzces could be included in the zeview proceass.

si cerely,

,%f&cf’u)aﬁd_

. 3cott Worzrell
Council Member, N.J.F.R.C.



S~y 99 .

COMMENTS REGARDING
THE PINELANDS COMMISSION'S REVIEW
CONCERNING AN ASSESSMENT OF HOW CURRENT CMP STANDARDS
EFFPECT THE VIABILITY OF POREST MANAGEMENT
WITHIN THE REGION

Submitted B8v
THE SOUTH JE&BE! FOREST RESOURCE COUNCIL



To assess the present CMP standards and make determinations about
forestry's viability in the region, it is necessary to understand that
forestry goes beyond the harvesting of trees, Just as wildlife
management goes beyond the shooting of animals. Forestry 1is an issue
of socilal, economic, historic, biological, philosophical and moral
importance. As we are all aware the whole region has evolved from a
dramatic series of geological events coupled with the dynamic forxces of
climate, fire and more recently man.

Since colonization, man has added greatly to the dimension of
disturbance and change within the region by the repeated removal of
forest growth. Man's influence also greatly increased the frequency of
wildfires. The first colonists in the region were woodcutters. Most
of the early settlements were established around sawmills. All of the
early industries, sawmills, iron mills, boat yards, glass factories and
charcoalers were made possible and driven by the forest resources of
the region. Even the cranberry and blueberry 1industries were made
possible by the forests. Outside of these 1industries, a culture of
people was born with a 1life style directly linked to the forest's
renewable resources. These people stayed when the industries moved on,
they made thelr living off the land. They made duck boats and garrets,
decoys, agricultural supplies and equipment, poles, logs, timber and
siding to build cabins and homes. They heated their homes with wood
and sold wood to others to heat their homes. For three hundred years
the region's forest resources have been used to provide for the rich
historical and cultural heritage we cherish today. .

There is nothing new here, the  importance of forestry and it's
relationship with all aspects of the pinelands region is well
documented - in chapter after chapter of the CMP. It s also well
documented in the Commission's video which was prepared in testimony to
the reqion and the cultural heritage of it's people. , -

The forests we know today were not born from some unique
evolutionary process, but are a result of thelr intensive wuse by man.
The forests we know today bear the scars of fire; they have been
genetically degraded from over-cutting and poor management. It has
been estimated that most of the reglon's forests have been cut over as
many as five times. 1In the 1800's fires raged out of control. During
this time it was calculated that all areas within the pinelands region
was destroyed by fire every 20 years. These conditions were not the
result of forest management, these conditions resulted from the lack of
forest management.

The people of the region, that stayed here and chose not to follow
the expanding frontiers, began to develop a new land ethic. Just prior
to the turn of the century, the people sought government intervention
to develop a means to protect and conserve the forests. Following a
study and report, completed by the nations leading forester, Gifford
Pinchot, the original Park Commission was formed. This Commission was
charged with the protection of our forests through the use of sound
forest management and conservation. The Bureau of Parks and Forestry,
and the Forest Fire Service were born from this original Commission;
thelr charters today reflect the original basic intent, to protect and
conserve the forests for the good of all the people. Following the
establishment of the Park Commission, a program of public 1land
acquisition began. This public land was acgquired with a tenet which
required that forest management goals be developed to insure that
forest productivity be expanded and that public lands provide an
opportunity to research and demonstrate sound forest management.
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It was calculated that these research and demonstration forests would
encourage all land owners to practice sound forest management; to the
benefit of all the people.

Forestry 1is a multi-faceted issue, deeply rooted in history,
ecology, soclology and the morals of the people. Forestry is the
manipulation of a <renewable resource to sustain all previously
mentioned values. It is a promise of public trust from years past and
years yet to come; that trust was confirmed by the original Pinelands
legislation. Forestzry 1is the right of a landowner to care for and
sustain a renewable resource on their 1lands. To pass along a land
value, ethic and heritage to the next generation. Forestry 1is not
simply an economic value. The importance and beneflt of forest
management can not be simply extracted and accrued to any single use or
user. Forestry ls an agricultural activity, 1t cannot be equated to a
fast £food store, a gas station, or any other type of development.
Forestry is a commitment to the environment, to the 1land, to wildlife
and to the future. ' Only through forest management, can we sustain,
improve and carry forward the forests we enjoy today. For instance,
without forest management, much of our cedar stands will be lost by the
successional force of change occurring within our forests. Thus by
-withholding management, we will be breaking the legislated promise to
generations past, present and future, ¢to protect and enhance these
Pineland resources. Further, it would be environmentally lrresponsible
to allow forests to grow decadent. Such forests have greatly reduced
capacities to sequester carbon, supply oxygen, enhance water quality,
reduce the effects of pollution and provide, for the greatest level of
biological diversity. _ .

The importance of the forest, it's management, 1lt's resources and
it's benefits, was recognized by our ancestors. They endeavored, with
public support, to provide us with the forests we enjoy today, through
the use of legislation to promote forest management for the good of all
the people. This comment continues today. The federal government
offers several programs which provide economic incentives to promote
the creation and maintenance of forest lands. The state also offers
economic incentives for the same purpose. However, these incentives do
not come without a cost. Landowners wishing to receive these benefits
must make a commitment to sound forest management. They must also
comply with guidelines and inspections to help insure the success of
the public commitment. These programs have been very successful in
encouraging sound forest management; thls success 1s easily recognized.
This same public trust has been expressed in the Pinelands legislation,
however, the success of this legislation 1is at best in doubt. After
more than a decade of Pinelands regulation we find ourselves asking if
the management of our forests is being encouraged. Sadly, there is
very little evidence to support this proposition. However, we are at a
point in time where we can address this issue. The Pinelands Board of
Commissioners have recognized that the issue of forest management needs
to be examined and addressed. To this end they have solicited public
comment. The South Jersey Forest Resource Council respectfully offers
the following comments in answer to this solicitation.
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The assessment of the effectiveness of Pinelands regulations

regarding forestry issues should be addressed on several levels:

1) The number of landowners enrolled in government programs linked
to forest management assistance and subsidies should be compared
to the number of applications received by Pinelands regarding
forest management and how many of the applications received were
approved. It should be further investigated how many of the
applications approved by Pinelands, were approved on the
township level.

2) Trends should be addressed though an analysis of data from a
Federal/state program of forest health monitoring.

3) Trends should also be addressed by an analysis of data collected
by the U.S.  Forest Survey, which is conducted about once every
decade. .

4) Studies and evaluations of existing data should be conducted to
measure population trends of rare and endangered plants and
animals with regard to forest management practices and tzrends.

5) Assess the number af people currently involved in forest related
activities versus the number of people involved in the past (le:
foresters, sawmills, woodcutters, boat builders, decoy carvers,
and other crafts people). Further these people should be
interviewed to determine if Pinelands regqulations have
encouraged and promoted their traditional activities.

6) A survey of professional organizations should conducted to
determine how current Pineland regulations effect forest
practices. Organizations should include: New Jersey Soclety of
American Foresters, South Jersey Forest Resource Council, New
Jersey Approved Consulting Foresters, the New Jersey Forest

' Sexvice and the New Jersey Forest Fire Service. )

Most of the above recommendations can be completed by a simple review
of existing data, which 1s commonly available. The Bureau of Parks and
Forestry, as well as, the New Jersey Forest Fire Service has this
information on hand and personnel who are familiar with it's content.
Further the Bureau of Parks and Forestry could be utilized to a great
extent in developing additional information. Therefore, these studies

could be completed without any significant drain on Pinelands staff
manpower.

A through analysis of the CMP standards regarding forestry and
related issues must be a elemental part of the current review process;
the following should be considered and addressed during this process:

l) Forestry must be removed from 1it's inclusion with "Major
Development" and returned to its own section within the CMP. The
inclusion of forestry with "Major Development" is completely
inconsistent with the Pinelands 1legislation, the CMP, and every
other federal and state program, legislation, and definition.

2) Forestry standards must be consistent with other state and
federal programs, including: Agricultural Conservation Program,
Forestry Incentives Program, Woodland Tax Assessment, and the
Forest Stewardship Program.

3) Like the programs noted above, forestry standards must be"
flexible enough to £it various forest conditions. Every forest
is composed of an individual continuum of natural variables and
therefore, cannot be managed in a "cookbook fashion".

4) Forest standards must also be comprehensive enough to encourage
good forest management and dliscourage poor forest management.
They must strike a balance between addressing the various needs
of the users, protecting the resource from destruction and
destroying the resource through protection.
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5) Forest standards must not arbitrarily revoke the standard and

accepted tools of management. For example standards should not
be upheld to exclude the use of white pine, loblolly pine oz

pitch pine hybrids in reforestation projects. These species ar
not degradative to the environment, but to the contrary, eact
will add to the genetic pool, which 1in turn will add to
biological diversity and resilience of the environment.
Further, white pine and 1loblolly pine already naturally exist
within the pinelands environment.
Again most of these issues can be addressed with ease. Most of the
research and requlations regarding these issues already exist, and have
proven themselves - over the test of time. If assistance from Forest
Service personnel, as well as, other forestry professionals 1s used;
these mattetrs can be rapidly addressed without any substantial cost to
the Pinelands staff.

It 1is also essential that the Forestry Permitting process be
completely revised. The permit process, now |in place, 1is so
cumbersome, intimidating and costly that there can be no doubt the
process discourages good forest management. The exasperations of the -
process 1is so well known that landowners will not even attempt to
obtain permits. Therefore, whatever forest practices are attempted are
applied without any guidance or oversight. Secondly, due to the high
cost and trouble of the permit process, legitimate applied forest
management necessarily must recover these costs, therefore the
practices must be of a larger scale and of more intensive wuse. The
overall effects of the current permitting process runs 1in direct
opposition to all of the stated goals of the Pinelands Commission.

1) The first step in rectifying this situation is to stop reviewin-
forestry applications as applications for major development, a.
is currently done. Although the forest standards are still
under the forestry section, the application review process |is
‘contained within the application and review requirements for
major development. Under this title, forestry applicants have
been asked for cultural resource surveys, wetland delineations
and buffer models, surveys for threatened and endangered
species, access agreements, public comment, as well as, a host
of other 1issues otherwise reserved only for major subdivisions
and commercial development.

2) The review process must be simplified, redundant review must
also be eliminated. Under the current process, the application
is first reviewed by Pinelands staff, it is then reviewed by the
Bureau of Parks and Forestry, it is reviewed again by the
Pinelands staff, at this point a certificate of filing may be
obtained, 1f so, the applicant then proceeds to the township
level, where they are open to review by the township committee,
the planning board, environmental commissions, the township
engineer, and the township solicitor (if the landowner |is
incorporated they must be represented by an attorney). If at
any point any of these reviews require changes as a condition of
approval, the applicant must go back to Pinelands where the
review process can begin all over again. Even |f the applicant
obtains township level approval without any modifications, they
must still go back to the Pinelands for final approval. Most of
this 'regulatory tangle 1is due ¢to the fact that forestr
applications are treated as applications for major development
as mandated by current Pinelands regulations. As most of this
has little or nothing to do with forest management, almost all
of it can be dismantled without reducing forest regulation.
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3) Application costs must be reduced. Under the current system an
applicant 1is subject to a wide array of fees, including:
escrows, application fees based on arbitrary standards,
consultant fees, 1legal counsel fees, inspection fees, township
processing fees, publication and notification fees, fees for
review from township engineers and attorneys. The sum of these’
fees may be prohibitive, are at least constrictive and always
detrimental. As with the cost of the review process, it forces
forest practices towards recovering these costs to the determent
of silviculture.

4) Assoclated with the costs noted above, there is still another
cost 1ssue which must be addressed. Presently there i{s a
requirement for posting a bond for forestry permits. There is
no language describing the intent of the bond, what it is to be
used for, how it is to be requlated, or how it will be enforced.
The process for determining the amount of the bond does not
consider impact or risk, but 1s based upon the economic gain of
the practice. As it now stands the bond is nothing more than a
pre-paid £fine, collectable at the whim of the authority who
holds 1it. . :

S) The process of permit application procedures and costs
associated the permit - procedure must be addressed on the
township level as well. Without revision on the township level,
any revision on the regional level will not be of any benefit.
If the Pinelands Commission has any desire what so ever to
encourage good forest management it must assure that forestry is
dealt with in a reasonable manner at the township 1level, as it
does with all other issues |t wishes to encourage. One example
is agriculture, the Pinelands regulations do not .allow township
regulations to be more restrictive concerning agricultural

operations.
The £five 1ssues described above can be addressed and effected very
simply. No research is needed and very 1little manpower will be

required. It is simply a matter of returning forestry to it's proper
and original place within the CMP standards and regulations, with very
little revision required.

Almost all of the problems associated with the application review
process, assoclated costs, site 1inspection and compliance can be
resolved with one very simple solution. This solution 1is to delegate
the entire review and 1inspection process to the sState Forestry
Services,

1) The State Forest Service has the expert manpower already on

staff to provide the required services.

2) They have the required facllitles in place and are distributed
throughout the region.

3) They are already responsible for and conduct on a regular basis,
regulatory administration and compliance 1inspections for a wide
variety of state and federal forestry programs. Therefore
greater consistency and compliance with all other forestry
programs, as well as Plnelands regqulations, will be achieveqd,
while reducing the demands on the Pinelands staff.

4) The delegation of a review, inspection and compliance issue to
another requlatory agency ls consistent with current Pinelands
staff operations; examples include: septic systems (County
Health Departments), agricultural planning (Soll Conservation
Districts), preliminary threatened and endangered species
surveys (Herltage Foundation), building and site compliance
(Township Code Officials).
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The problems assoclated with forest management issues within the

Pinelands Region are not and need not be complex. The problems are
easily identified and have simple solutions. The fundamental questions

which needs to be addressed is whether or not the Pinelands Commissio”
wishes to encourage sound forest management. There are a wide variet,
of federal and state agencies which sponsozr, are responsible for
administering, or are otherwise committed to programs which do
encourage sound forest management, including: U.S.D.A. Forest Service,
U.S. Agricultural sStabilization and Conservation Service, Office of
Natural Lands Management, N.J. Bureau of Forest Management, Rutgers
Cooperative Extension Service, and the N.J. Division of Fish, Game and
wildlife.

The programs these agencies are 1involved with are simple and
effective; at the same time the programs address a wide variety of
forestry 1issues and view points. Further, these programs offer
substantial financial 1incentives to manage forests £for a variety of
purposes. This reaffirms that the people are committed to encouraging
sound forest management and have again backed this commitment with
additional funding from the public trust.

With this review of forestry, the Pinelands Commission stands at a
cross roads. If nothing 1is done to address the problems concerning
forest management within the region, 1f nothing 1is done to bring
Pinelands requlations in line with the other forest management programs
so that they may be successfully implemented within the region, then
the public trust will be betrayed. what 1s done today will effect not
only the present, but will also effect the trust passed to us by our
forefathers and the trust which 1s due and expected of us by future
generations.

Just as forestry 1s intertwined with almost all aspects of th
Pinelands Region, so0 to is 1t related, at 1least in part, to certain
aspects of all the topics under review. However, time resources were
not available to adequately address these relationships. The interests
of all concerned, would be best served 1f this inter-relationship is
considered during the review process.

We also feel that it 1s extremely important that £forest resource
professionals, as well as, forest landowners, who are actively involved
in forest management issues, within the region, are failrly represented
on the technical expert workshop committees.

On behave of The South Jersey Forest Resource Council, I wish to
thank the Commission and Staff for this opportunity to comment on this
important issue. I would also like to thank the Commission and Staff
for their attention and concern regarding the viability forestry within
the Pinelands region.
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State of New Jersey

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

TRENTON. N. J. 086283
DIVISION OF PARKS AND FORESTRY PLEASK ADDRESS REPLY TO

Lebanon State. Forest
PO Box 215
New Lisbon NJ 08064

April 28, 1992

Terrence D Moore

Executive Director

New Jersey Pinelands Commission
PO Box 7

New Lisbon NJ 08064

Dear Mr Moore:

I was quite pleased to learn recently that the Pinelands
Commission has convened expert panels to review key topics
including forestry in the Pinelands. It is becoming increasingly
obvious that this review is needed. :

As a forest superintendent, I am in the unique position of
being both a supplier of raw materials, and consumer of finished
products. It is becoming ever more difficult to provide timber for
sale, and conversely, to purchase needed finished products. I have
recently tried to purchase large quantities of white cedar boards,
shingles, etc. for restoration of historic structures at Whitesbog
Village. Ten years ago I could purchase these materials from any
one of several sawmills. Today I find only one mill operating,
which can provide only a portion of what is needed.

Forestry in the Pinelands is suffering. It has apparently
become so difficult to obtain a harvesting permit that this
activity has almost ceased entirely. This was never intended by
the Pinelands Act, as witnessed by the Comprehensive Management
Plan. Section 6-401 of that plan states the following:

"Forest vegetation represents a unique and
financially valuable part of the essential
character of the Pinelands. 1If they are

properly managed, Pinelands forests represent
significant economic opportunities to their owners
while perpetuating the overall ecological value

of the Pinelands. This part encourages commercial
forestry that will maximize forest land values

and provide for the long-term economic and
environmental integrity of the Pinelands."



Terrence D. Moore
Page 2

The wisdom of this section 1lies in its acceptance that
economic and environmental issues are inevitably linked in the
Pinelands, and are not mutually exclusive. The forest management
objectives on State owned lands can usually only be accomplished by
commercial timber sales. The timber sale contract is carefully
constructed to meet the silvicultural needs of the forest.

Proper forest management can be a key to maintaining the
diverse environment that is the Pinelands. Indeed, it was
sometimes less than proper forest management that. shaped the
Pinelands as we know it. Many of the rare and endangered species
of the Pinelands are found in the areas of man's greatest
disturbance. Yet some now call for all disturbance to cease in
order to study these species and develop plans to manage them
through carefully designed experimentation.

If over the course of 200 years, man's activities have given
us the Pinelands we cherish today, perhaps those activities should
continue even as we study and -plan for the future.

I applaud your efforts to review the work of the Pinelands
Commission as it relates to forestry and other issues, and wish you
the best of luck in this process.

Sincerely,
e . A '
e t— / 2 o
Christian M. Bethmann
Superintendent

CMB/plp
c: See Page 3



Terrence D. Moore
Page 3

c: Pinelands Commission Members

Candace McKee Ashmun Ann L. Auerbach

B. Budd Chavooshian Alan Avery

Thomas B. Darlington William J. Brown
Stephen V. Lee, III Helene Chudzik

Judith Norcross Michael J. Hogan, Esqg.
Richard J. Sullivan Brian Lefke

K. Brian McFadden

Pinelands Forestry Workshap Participants

G. Lester Alpaugh Liz Johnson
Thomas Breden John Kuser
Robert Cartica Robert Lund
Paul Evans - Larry Niles .
Ted Gordon ' : Tony Petrongolo
David Harrison James Rozmus
Tom Hirshblond Olin White, Jr.
Charles Horner Robert Zampella

Division of Parks and Forestry

Gregory A. Marshall
Richard F. Barker
Thomas J. Pogranicy
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NEW JERSEY FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, INC.

RONALD J. SHEAY, SECRETARY
1628 PROSPECT ST. ¢ TRENTON, NJ 08638

DIRECTORS

Richard West, President

Charies C. Ryan, Vice President
Ronaid J. Sheay, Secretary
Allison Hostord-Knight, Treasurer
John Kuser

Mrs. Syivia Milier

George H. Plerson

196-A Madison Lane wmpwﬂTmn
Martin

Jamesburg, NJ 08831 Thomes F. Bullock

July 8, 1992 Enrico Togna

Mr. Terrence D. Moore
Executive Director
Pinelands Commission
P.O. Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Dear Mr. Moore:

Please find enclosed a copy of a Resoclution passed
unanimously by the Board of Directors of our Association
regarding the present permit requirements being employed by
your Pinelands Commission.

We believe the Resolution speaks for itself and we
respectfully ask you to consider this matter carefully.

It is our opinion that the encouragement of goud
forestry practice will enhance the retention and
perpetuation of forests in the Pinelands, which is one of -
your stated long term goals. The current regulations do not
accomplish this.

S1ncere1y, ///
‘%/25/ &L—x( %;L&JZQ?/

Richard F. West
President



NEW JERSEY FORESTRY ASSOCIATION

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the New Jersey Pinelands Commission has solicted
public review and comment on their present policies and
requirements regarding forestry activities within their
area of jurisdiction, and

WHEREAS, their current regulations and procedures require
forestry practices such as timber harvesting to undergo
the same application and approval procedures as is applied
to major subdivisions and other developments, and

WHEREAS, we believe these requirements are illogical,
unreasonable and unfair; and very burdensome to the
landowner wishing to practice forestry by necessitating
considerable expense, time and effort, and

WHEREAS, these requirements constitute a significant
disincentive to the practice of sound forest management,

and are in direct opposition to many of the federal and

state agencies and programs which are directed to

encourage and promote responsible forest stewardship and
silvicultural practice by providing incentives for so doing, and

WHEREAS, forestry is an agricultural activity which does not
cause a change in land use and should be treated as such,
not as a development;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors
of the 900-member New Jersey Forestry Association that the
Pinelands Commission exempt forestry from the requirements
of Pinelands regulations subject only to the requirement
of a forest management plan approved by the Office of the
State Forester, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the State Forestry Services {s
the singular public agency in New Jersey with professional
expertise and experience to supervise and administer

forestry activities in the Pinelands, and should be delegated
that responsibility by cooperative agreement with the
Pinelands Commission, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of this Resolution be
sent to members of the Pinelands Commission and appropriate
State officials.

APPROVED by the Board of Directors of the New Jersey Forestry
Association at its regular meetiny on June 24, 1992.

/w/ q /@Qﬁu/ &g ofy an 7 (L_)(z/;—r

Executi¢g'8ecretj4y President
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THE - PINELANDS COMMISSION
July 15, 1992 - P.0. BOX 7

NEW LISBON, NJ 08064

Dear Pinelands Commission:

AS MEMBERS OF THE FORESTRY ASSOC. AND LAND OWNERS IN THE' PINELANDS
PRESERVE, WE HAVE A VESTED INTEREST IN ANY LAWS, RULES, REGULATIONS, ETC., WHICH
MAY CHANGE WITHIN YOUR JURISDICTION, '

" V4
WE ARE IN COMPLETE AGREEMENT WITH THE RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO YOU BY N.J.

FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, AND BELIEVE THAT ANY LHANGES MADE CONCERNING SUCH MATTERS
SHOULD ALWAYS GET INPUT FROM THE PEOPLE WHOQFWILL ULTIMATELY AFFECT,

SINC ER:ﬁY ,

\v4
NANCY M. FISHER

?ﬁw’ﬁ/é)}? L, —

DANIEL D, FISHER
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Andrew G. Windisch ‘ »
The Nature Conservancy
P.O. Box 312
Chatsworth, NJ 08019

June 25, 1992

Mr. John Stokes
Pinelands Commission
P.O. Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Dear Mr. Stokes:

I understand that you recently conducted a CMP review workshop related to
forestry in the Pinelands. One of the issues brought up by Terrance Moore and discussed
briefly by the panel was the need for forestry management standards in the Pine Plains.
I have prepared some Pinelands CMP amendment proposals which I feel will address the
major ecological concerns of the Pine Plains region. The unique pitch pine genetics,
species composition and frequent fire regime of the Pine Plains region raise special
concerns pertaining not only to the Forestry Standards of the CMP, but to Fire
Management Standards as well. I should state that these CMP amendment
recommendations are my own, based on ecological research of the Pine Plains that I and
others have done over the years.

A. PINE PLAINS AND THEIR "PRIMARY FIRESHEDS"

The proposed amendments focus on forestry and fire management activities within
the "primary fireshed" of the Pine Plains, as well as the Pine Plains themselves. The
pine plains community is dependent on a frequent, severe fire regime. In order to
maintain such a naturally frequent fire regime, fires must be able to ignite and burn not
only within the plains, but also ignite and burn from a larger, contiguous fireshed into
the plains. The "primary fireshed" would be defined as the area that contains most of
the fires that burn into or out of the pine plains vegetation. Although less common but
far larger wildfires can enter the plains from greater distances away from the "secondary
fireshed" (i.e. the entire pine barrens north of the Mullica River), the most frequent,
pine plains-maintaining fires would be contained within primary firesheds extending
between .25 and 4 miles from the edge of the plains vegetation. This distance depends
on vegetation/soil patterns, local topography/geography and the distribution and
orientation of wetlands and other firebreaks. I have prepared and enclosed a map of the
East and West Plains "primary firesheds" (see attached map), the bounds of which I feel
can be justified on the basis of: 1) the distribution of wildfires since the 1930’s in and
adjacent to the Pine Plains, documented by fire records, historical aerial photography and
some preliminary tree ring analyses (Windisch and Good, 1991; Buchholz and Zampella,
1987; NJ Forest Fire Service Records); 2) distributions of dwarf pine plains, transitional
pine plains (Harshberger, 1916; Lee and Millen, 1920; McCormick and Buell, 1968;
Windisch, 1986) and contiguous pitch pine-blackjack oak barrens and other pine-oak



forest types (McCorrmck 1970; McCormick and Jones, 1973), all of which have a
similar fire-adapted species composition and high levels of serotiny among their pitch
pine populations (Givnish, 1980); and 3) the distribution of firebreaks (both natural and
man-made) capable of halting the majority of wildfires (Windisch, 1987), particularly
with fire suppression and moderate burning conditions.

In the Forked River Mountain area, several small pockets of dwarf pine plains
and hydric pine plains are surrounded by broad areas of transitional pine plains
(Windisch, 1986; 1990), pitch pine-blackjack oak barrens, and other pine-oak forest
types (McCormxck 1970; McCormick and Jones, 1973), most of which show very high
levels of serotiny in pxtch pine (Givnish, 1980). The Forked River Mountain Plains
Fireshed has been delineated to include these communities (see attached map).

Some extensive tree oak-dominated stands might be considered for inclusion in
the primary firesheds because of their proximity to and down wind position from pine
plains vegetation without a highly effective intervening firebreak, resulting in a much
greater wildfire hazard than the oak-pine fuel type would suggest. These areas include
forest between the Garden State Parkway and Munion Field as part of the East Plains
Fireshed, between Mill Creek and Rt. 72 as part of the East Plains Fireshed, and
between Rt. 539 and Old Halfway Road as part of the West Plains Fireshed.

B. UNIQUE PITCH PINE GENETICS, SPECIES COMPOSITION AND FORESTRY
STANDARDS

A whole suite of genetically controlled or influenced traits in Plains pitch pine
strongly suggest a genetically distinct ecotype of pitch pine has evolved within the
region’s frequent, severe fire regime. These traits include early loss of apical dominance
among post-fire sprouts and seed-derived stems, resulting in shrubby, contorted, or
laterally sprawling growth forms (Good and Good, 1975; Windisch 1986; 1990);
production of multiple basal sprouts immediately after and for many years following fire
(Buchholz and Good, 1982; Windisch and Good, 1991); spontaneous production of
multiple stems in saplings even in the absence of fire (J.Kuser, pers. com.; Windisch,
1990); especially precocious production of cones among sprouts and saplings (Andresen,
1957; Good and Good, 1975; Frasco and Good, 1976); and very high (90-100%)
frequencies of serotiny (Givnish, 1980). This genotype occurs in the vast majority of
the Plains pitch pine population, and at much lower but still significant frequencies in
the surrounding fireshed, except for percent serotiny which remains high throughout.

Tree harvesting within these communities of naturally high serotiny levels is
expected to select against the serotinous trait, by removing the trees and serotinous seed
bank before seeds can be naturally released by fire. Not/only would serotiny levels in
the population decline with tree harvesting over time, but all of the unique genetic traits
noted above which are often linked with serotiny would decline as well. This selection
against serotiny and the unique traits would be particularly acute in stands near the
periphery of these communities, or near enclaves of reduced serotiny in and near
wetlands, where nearby non-serotinous pitch pine would act as the primary seed source
during reestablishment of the harvest site 7a the absence of fire.

From the standpoint of scientific information, tree harvesting in and near the



Plains would destroy tree ring data obtainable from fire scars and stem age-cohorts,
which are used to reconstruct the pre-record fire history of the region. This early fire
history information is needed to develop a fire management plan for the Pine Plams and
vicinity.

Because of the unique genetics of pitch pine in these communities, and the
possibility of unique adaptions to frequent fire in blackjack oak and other species, all
reforestation activities in disturbances should use seed locally derived from adjacent or
geneticly comparable populations. Also, the unique species composition most typically
dominated by serotinous pitch pine and blackjack oak with high stand densities, make
it necessary to revegetate using the same species composition and densities as existed
prior to disturbance.

C. DEVELOPMENT IN THE PINE PLAINS REGION AND FIRE MANAGEMENT

Being among the most flammable fuel types in this country, stands of pine plains
and the adjacent pine-dominated forests of their fireshed are by far the most extreme fire
hazard areas in the Pinelands. In the face of the frequent catastrophic forest fires of this
region, long term protection of structures by fire protection agencies should be
considered unlikely, even if the fire hazard mitigation standards and guidelines for
construction of N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.124 and 6.125 are implemented. The construction of
structures and fire hazard fuel breaks in this region would in many cases disrupt the
typical burning regime of the area, causing a significant adverse impact to the fire
dependent, globally rare pine plains community. The presence of development in the
Pine Plains and their firesheds would also make fire management and fire control efforts
far more difficult and dangerous. Development proposals in this region should be
required to address all of these ecological and societal costs.

Although resource extraction poses less of a fire hazard problem, the large
unvegetated or sparsely vegetated swaths create a far more serious disruption of natural
fire vegimes, let alone directly destroying rare communities or species. Even with
reclamation, the reestablishment of natural communities to their former complete species
composition and fireshed function would take several decades. Resource extraction

within the Pine Plains and their primary firesheds is a completely incompatible land use,
- and it is recommended that the appropriate portions of the CMP be amended to reflect ‘
this. For existing mines in the primary firesheds, new clearings need to be avoided to
prevent further disruption of the fireshed, and revegetation using standards similar to
those suggested here under 7:50-6.44, 12 should be considered. New areas of mining
below the water table need to be avoided to prevent the permanent disruption of the
fireshed by large man-made water bodies.

D. PRESCRIBED BURNING AND ECOSYSTEM MAINTENANCE IN THE PINE
PLAINS REGION AND PINELANDS IN GENERAL

N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.121 states that the purpose of fire management in the Pinelands
is to protect life and property from catastrophic forest fires, as well as to ensure the
maintenance of the Pinelands forest ecosystems. However no provision was made
to address the different fire regimes needed to maintain the leCI’Slty of pinelands natural
communities and the ecological effects of prescribed burning as presently done in New



Jersey (typically with frequent, low intensity backing fires in winter). Because this type
of prescribed burning to reduce fuels is not just being done around buildings or along
narrow, strategic firebreaks, but is being conducted on about 10,000 acres annually in
State Parks, Forests and Wildlife Management Areas of the Pinelands, some major
ecological changes at the community level are becomming apparent. In the more
extreme cases, a complete loss of one or more shrub/ground cover strata has occurred
and seedling regeneration of pine and oak is halted or altered. The complete loss of
strata greatly reduces plant community diversity and removes habitat which many animal
species may depend on. Over the long term, this type of prescribed burning can be
expected to change canopy composition and structure, particularly for more fire
dependent, pine dominated communities. Windisch and Good (1991) demonstrated that
repeated backing fires accelerate the loss of dwarf pine plains to transitional pine plains
and other pine barrens communities. There are also accounts of state endangered or
threatened plant populations being destroyed or damaged by prescribed buriing
operations. If prescribed burning is going to continue at the current scale, the ecological
effects must be addressed and in some cases the prescribed burning methods modified.

Any comments the Commission staff might have on the feasibility of adopting
these amendments or some revised version thereof, and on the ecological basis used for
the amendments would be appreciated.

Sincerely |

Andrew G. Windisch

cc: Michael Catania

enc.
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN PERTAINING TO FORESTRY AND FIRE MANAGEMENT
IN THE PINE PLAINS REGION

(Andrew G. Windisch, 6-25-92)

PART IV - FORESTRY
7:50-6.44 Forestry Standards

Add: 11. and 12.

11. That no harvesting of trees or shrubs be conducted within the pine plains and
primary pine plains fireshed, except for the purpose of ecologically sound management
to maintain or restore natural communities and habitat.

12. That reforestation activities within disturbances of the pine plains and primary pine
plains fireshed shall use seed locally derived from pine plains and primary pine plains
fireshed, respectively, which are adjacent to or biologically comparable to that of the

disturbance site being planted. Plantings shall use the appropriate species at the
appropriate densities to recreate the plant community variant lost to disturbance.

"PART XII - FIRE MANAGEMENT
7:50-6.124 Fire Hazard Mitigation Standards

Modify: (a) 4
Change, "Except as provided in (a) 5 below"

to, "Except as provided in (a) 5 and 6 below"

Modify: (a) 4. iii.
Change, "In extreme high hazard areas a fuel break of 100 feet
measured outward from the structure in which:"

to, "In extreme fire hazard areas, e¢xcept as provided in (a) 6
below, a fuel break of 100 feet measured outward from the
structure in which:"



Modify: (a) 5.

Change, "All residential development of 100 dwelling units or more
in high or extreme high hazard areas will have a 200-foot
perimeter fuel break between all structures and the forest in
which:"

to, "All residential development of 100 dwelling units or more
in high or extreme fire hazard areas, ¢xcept as provided in
(2)6 below, will have a 200-foot perimeter fuel break between
all structures and the forest in which:"

Add: (a) 6.

6. In the most extreme fire hazard areas, including pine plains and primary pine plains
fireshed, applications for development shall be granted approval only if the applicant
demonstrates that: :

i. the proposed development will not place life and property in jeopardy from the
frequent catastrophic forest fires of the area, and;

ii. the proposed development will not cause significant adverse impacts to the
r;mrally frequent fire-regime and uniquely fire dependent species and communities of

e area. .

Add: 6.126
6.126 Prescribed burning

Prescribed burning on all publicly owned lands within the Pinelands which are
forested with native plant communities, shall be conducted in such a manner as to ensure
the maintenance or restoration of the Pinelands forest community being burned, as well
as its common and rare species. Prescribed fire intensity and frequency in relation to
the maintenance needs of the community shall be addressed prior to all prescribed
burning, particularly in the most fire dependent communities such as pine plains and
other pitch pine dominated communities.
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State of New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy
‘Division of Parks and Forestry
Office of Natural Lands Management
CN 404 Trenton New Jersey 08625-0404

Scott A. Weiner : (609) 984-1339
Commissioner FAX (609) 984-1427
May 18, 1992

Terrence.D. Moore
Executive Director

The Pinelands Commission
P.O.Box 7

New Lisbon, N.]. 08064

Re: Pine Plains Forestry Standards
Dear Mr. Moore:

Thank you for moderating the "Forestry in the Pinelands" Plan Review Workshop and for
incduding me in the panel of experts. One of the issues we briefly covered was the need for forestry
management standards in the Pine Plains. As you stated, the pine plains vegetation is one of the
most unique and characteristic elements of the Pinelands natural environment. When people all
over the world think of the New Jersey Pinelands, an area designated as a UNESCO biosphere
reserve, many get a mental picture of the dwarfed forests shaped by frequent fires and sandy soils.
For many people, the pine plains are the most defining element of the Pinelands.

[ felt compelled to rollow up on the brief workshop discussion with a more detailed
recommendation of forestry managementstandardsfor this globally significantnatural community.
A number of issues should be addressed in more detail such as: There is a need to identify a primary
fireshed for each of the pine plains; The need to consider the Forked River Mountain Plains in
addition to the East Plains and the West Plains; When and in what fashion is timber harvesting
appropriate in the plains and their firesheds?; How should reforestation activities within the plains
and their firesheds be carried out to preserve the genetic uniqueness of the plains vegetation and
the species compositions of the plains and their firesheds?; How can fuel reduction work proceed
in the pine plains and their firesheds while still maintaining the essential character of the Pinelands
ecosystem?

I began developing recommendations on these issues and quickly determined that the
expertise of Forest Fire Service and Forest Management would also be needed to provide a
thorough evaluation of the issues. Tom Hampton and I discussed this with Olin White and he
agrees that it is important for his staff to address these issues. It might take a few weeks to pull
together recommendations on these issues. How long will you be able to accept these types of
recommendations and still incorporate them into the CMP?

Printed on recycled paper



I hope we will be able to take this opportunity to consider the management of the pine
plains in more detail. They are certainly a very significant part of the Pinelands environment.

Sincerely,

o el

Thomas F. Breden

cc Olin White
Thomas Hampton
Gregory Marshall
James Hall
John Stokes



ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPAL ASSESSORS
OF BURLINGTON COUNTY

June 5, 1992

Pinelands Commission

Attn.: Richard Sullivan, Chairman
P. O. Box 7

15 Springfield Road

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

RE: NON-APPURTENANT WOODLAND-FORESTRY OPERATION, FARMLAND
ASSESSMENT

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

I Carol A. Kerr, President and Sharon R. Austin, Co-Chairman
Pineland/Farmland Committee, both represent the Burlington County
Assessors Association would like comment on a viable established
forestry review system.-that works and is used throughout the
entire State of New Jersey to implement the Farmland Assessment
Act. This Act establishes a system to review, inspeect,
administer and promote professional forestry within the Woodlands
in the State of New Jersey.

The Legislation develops a cooperative partnership between the
Division of Taxation, Local Tax Assessors and the Bureau of
Forest Management. Woodland owners that meet all the regulations
are classified as agricultural and subsequently taxes are based
on Farmland rates. Forestry activities are just one of many
forms of Agricultural uses addressed under our Farmland
Assessment program. Forestry should be actively promoted to
ensure the mutual benefits we all enjoy from healthy diverse
woodlands.



We have personally worked with the staff of the Bureau of Forest
Management and have found their sincere interest and
professionalism to be of the highest standard and their goal have
always been to optimize the forest resources for all.

Very truly yours,

Carol A. Kerr, President
Burlington County Assessor's Assoc.

N = QLIS

Sharon R. Austin, Co-Chairman
Burlington County Assoc. Pinelands Committee

SRA-CAK/DB

ce: Donald Kosul, Chairman
AMANJ Pinelands Commission

John Benton
Region B, State Forestry Services

An affiliate of the Association of Municipal Assessors of NJ
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The Pinelands Commission?—

P.O. Box 7, New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 (609)894-9342

MEMORANDUM
Date: May 18, 1992

TO: . G. Lester Alpaug

FROM: John C. Stokes
Assistant Direct

SUBJECT: Pinelands Commission Plan Review Workshop

Thank you very much for your participation in the
technical experts' workshop. I hope you gained as much from
the discussion as we did. If you have any additional
comments to offer on the topic discussed, please feel free
to forward them to me.

LC/ew/CP4B
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The Pinelands — Our Country’s First National Reserve
By ;é’-c



CLAYTON

CONCRETE - BLOCK - SAND

Ralph Clayton & Sons

Clayton Block Co., Inc.

Clayton Sand Co.

Jersey Concrete Co.

Hplrivo iy gyt

515 Route 528
Post Office Box 928
Lakewood, NJ 08701-0928

Lakewood 908-363-1995
FAX 908-367-9473
Toll Free For Ordering

1-800-662-3044 |

July 15, 1992

N.J. First Incorp.

e Pennington Office Park
114 Titus Mill Road
Pennington, N.J. 08534

Attention: Richard J. Sullivan

President

Re: South Jersey Forest Resource
Council review of Pinelands
C.M.P.

Near Mr. Sullivan:

Our interest was peaked by the position taken by this review
as we are currently seeking tax relief on a tract precluded from
any other use by existing regulations.

One must respect its logic and it’s professional expertise.

We respectfilly request thar you give serious consideration
to the recommendations offered.

A e ’
Gordon L. Strout
Business Manager

NS/ p
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July 21, 1992

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President
NJ First Incorporated

The Pennington Office Park

114 Titus Mill Road

Pennington, NJ 08534-4305

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

[ am a Landscape Architect who has submitted development applications to the Pinelands
Commission on several occasions. Based upon my experiences, as well as those expressed
to me by developers, landowners, and municipalities, it is apparent that the Commission is
failing to achieve its mandate of protecting the Pinelands. They have been extremely
effective in preventing development, but unfortunately preventing development does not
“necessarily protect and certainly does not enhance the Pinelands.

Long before the Pinelands Commission was established to "Protect” the Pinelands, there
were farmers, boatbuilders, ironworks, etc., as well as the villages they supported. During
formulation of the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), these same industries and
villages were lauded as part of the Pinelands Heritage. Had they not existed before the
Commission, however, the Commission would not allow them to exist today. Furthermore,
by developing an expensive and cumbersome permit process in which everything is a major
development, the Commission is slowly and systematically eliminating what "heritage" is left.
Its impact upon two traditional and supposedly "desired" activities, i.e., farming and forestry,
is especiaily disturbing. Both have suffered immensely since adoption of the CMP and while
forestry has not recently been a major industry, it would seem to be perfectly suited to not
only protect and enhance the Pinelands, but also provide economic benefit through
intelligent management as a renewable natural resource.

The Commission’s myopic approach to "protecting” the Pinelands is nothing more than a
feeble maintenance of the Status Quo. By their adherence to the belief that all land use is
inherently bad, they have dismissed out of hand many opportunities to correct past habitat
destruction and thereby enhance the Pinelands.



Mr. Richard J. Sullivan
July 21, 1992
Page Two

This misguided belief underlines the Commission’s fundamental misunderstanding of the
social and economic aspects of the Pinelands and their interrelationship and inevitable
impacts upon its ecology. The Commission has never failed to exhort the bad effects that
poor land use and development has had upon the Pinelands. Unfortunately, it has failed
miserably to acknowledge, perhaps even grasp the possibilities for enhancement that
sensitive land use can, in fact, bring.

. Why can’t endangered species be re-introduced?
. Why can’t critical habitat be created?
. Why can’t foresters be permitted to utilize and manage some of its renewable

resources in a manner that will insure its long term health and vigor?

. Why can’t thoughtful developers be allowed to provide housing and business
opportunities in designated areas to those whose vested interest it would be to
protect and enhance the Pinelands?

. Why can’t the Pinelands be restored?
Because the Commission has not and will not permit it.

Furthermore, through its unmitigated contempt of landowners who would utilize the
Pinelands natural resources and its arrogant disregard of those with the experience and
expertise to manage them, the Commission is alienating, and in some cases, destroying its
most important constituency. Through its presumed omnipotence, the Commission’s staff
or inexperienced environmental scientists and experienced lawyvers are insuring the
Pinelands’ slow, but certain, deterioration.

Until the Commission is made answerable for its actions and non-actions, it is inevitable that
the "Pinelands" will one day exist only as an image that they dispel upon a naive and
uninformed public.

Yoo Kokt ot

Timothy Kaluhiokalani, ASLA
[Landscape Architect
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July 29, 1992

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President
NJ First Incorporated

The Pennington Office Park

113 Titus Mill Road

Pennington, NJ 08534-4305

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

I am writing this letter to express some of my views and opinions on the Pinelands
Commission’s intent to preserve and protect the Pinelands. I am an environmental scientist
with broad knowledge and understanding of various environmental issues including the
unique character of the Pinebarrens gained through my education at Stockton State College,

numerous short courses, seminars and certifications, as well as years of experience working
as an environmental professional.

Through my experience dealing with Pinelands on development applications, it is my
impression that the Commission is anti-development. Their stated mandate is to protect,
preserve and enhance the natural resources while promoting agricultural, recreational,
residential and commercial uses in the Pinelands. In truth, they do all within their significant
power to prevent all land use. I strongly believe that the Commission’s strategy to achieve
its goal of "preserve and protect” the Pinelands is a "Lets Leave [t Alone" policy. Their
methodoiog; inciudes an expensive, cumbersome application procedure generalily impossible
for a landowner to afford. The endless requests for additional and often irrelevant
information, the long delays in their review, the costs imposed on the applicant are all
designed to make him just "go away".

For example, rare sighting of endangered or threatened species dating back from 1930s
should not constitute a reason for a landowner to give up his or her rights to develop the
land. If the landowners wish to dispute the Pinelands, then they are required to hire a
professional consultant to perform an extensive detailed study to dispute the Pinelands and

as a result, the landowner will most likely "go away" because of the exorbitant cost and
lengthy applicaiion process.



Mr. Richard Sullivan
July 29, 1992
Page Two

The bias and subjectivity of review staff imposing restrictions on what is developable land
is also evident. I have submitted over 200 wetland permit applications to Army Corps of
Engineers and New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy and
obtained approvals from both agencies with very little difficulty. However, I have yet to
obtain a wetlands approval from the Pinelands without significantly altering the wetlands
line, which is based on united methods accepted by EPA, US Fish and Wildlife Service and
US Department of Agriculture, because of the inconsistencies in the review staff. To date,
I do not know why the Pineiands do not foliow the united method of delineating wetlands.
In fact, they have no clear definition of what constitutes a wetland which allows them to be
extremely capricious.

The Comprehensive Management Plan, (CMP) states that the wetlands serve a number of
functions including natural drainage system, removal of excess inorganic nutrient from
surface and groundwater, habitat for wildlife, etc., which are excellent reasons to preserve
their integrity. Therefore, I do agree with importance of preserving wetlands and other
critical areas, however, the Pinelands imposing a 300 feet buffer around an isolated wetland
in a cleared field surrounded by major development only indicates the Commission’s anti-
development policy.

The Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) also addresses the importance of
pinelands forest in terms of cultural, ecological, scenic and economic resources and the need
for its maintenance and economic return from timber harvest, thus providing opportunities
for the continuous uses for the regions renewable resources. In addition, the CMP
specifically states "Failure to clearcut Atlantic White Cedar and control competing hardwood
reduces the chances of the re-establishment of this economically valuable species”. In
practice, however, the Pinelands discourages any clearcutting of Atlantic White Cedar.
Typically they mention sighting of some endangered or threatened species on the property
or cite some other issue requiring costly reports prohibitive to forestry operations in order
to discourage any cutting and to ensure "Just Leave It Alone" policy.

Furthermore, if the Commission’s forestry program is intended to meet the objectives as
stated in CMP by providing opportunities for continuous uses of forest products, and to
encourage small scale logging operations, then the Forestry permit application should not
be reviewed as a major development application. The requirements of the application is
cost prohibitive with cumbersome and sometimes almost impossible for a landowner or small
logger to comply, not to mention the fact that most of the requirements are irrelevant when
applied to forestry as a land use. A simple means to permit sound forestry and facilitate the
CMP’s stated goals would be to hire a professional forester with expertise and knowledge
c. Pinelands ecosystem to encourage and ensure that the forestry practices are in the best
interest of the Pinelands, as well as for the landowners. Currently there are none on staff.



Mr. Richard Sullivan
July 29, 1992
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Overall, I applaud Pinelands Commission’s accomplishments for protecting one of New
Jersey’s greatest resources, but there should be a stable balance from just "preserve and
protect” to the sound management of these resources to provide maximum benefits to both
man and environment.

Sincerely,

R

Yong Kong
Environmental Scientist



Yong Kong
222 Mattix Run
Absecon, NJ 08201

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President
NJ First Incorporated

The Pennington Office Park

113 Titus Mill Road

Pennington, NJ 08534-4305
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July 17, 1992.

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan
President

N. J. PFirst Incorp.

The Pennington Office Park
114 Titus Mill Road
Pennington, N. J. 08534-4305

Dear Mr, Sullivan:

I am a woodland owner and have a Woodland Management Plan
which 1s good for land,

However, I have a difficult time with the over-regulation,
by. the Pinelands Commission, of forestry activities,

We already have the Department of Environmental
Protection Bureau of Forest Management, who oversees
the farmland assessments.
Forestry is considered agricultural and should be exempt,
as are all other agricultural activities.
Respectfully Yours,
Louis Bader

CC: 0lin White
State Forester

P, S.: I would like to mention that I
have owned my property for
twenty-two years,
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July 27, 1992

Richard J. Sullivan, President
New Jersey First Incorp.

The Pennington Office Park

114 Titusmill Road

Pennington, N.J. 08534-4305

RE: SILVICULTURE IN THE PINELANDS REGION

Dear Chairman of the Pinelands Commission:

Our Company owns significant acreage of vacant land in southern New Jersey. For

many years most of this land has remained idle. Last year, our Company decided to
implement a forestry program through Woodland Management Plans on a substantial portion
of our vacant land holdings. However, many acres are situated in the Pinelands region.
As T understand the process, the fact, where silvicultural farmlands are situated

in the Pinelands region, greatly complicates farming and harvesting practices due

to regulatory burdens.

[ am writing this letter to question both why is not forestry (silviculture) treated
as agriculture and why silviculture is treated as a major development with respect
to the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan in relation to the responsibilities
of a landowner.

First, my question to you is "Why is not silviculture treated the same way under
Pinelands regulations as agriculture is treated?" Agriculture and silviculture are
both practices in farming the soil, albeit on a different time scale. Forestland

that is covered under a Woodland Management Plan has a registered professional forester
who oversees and provides input into the ongoing activities that occur on a timber
stand from year to year. It is my understanding that most timberland farming operations
selectively harvest the woods so that regrowth of the next generation is maximized

for a given tree type. Agriculture requires complete land clearing for growing farm
produce and that exposes the barren topsoil to erosion during off-growing seasons.
Agriculture performs complete harvesting which maintains barren topsoil conditions
during the off-growing seasons. Thus, a silvicultural practice is advantageous for
retaining topsoil on site as compared to an agricultural practice.



Silvicultural practices use dramatically less fertilizers in an operation as compared
to an agricultural practice.

Agricultural practices take little or no account for the existing wildlife living

in an area. On the one hand, agriculture pursues raising livestock not native to

the cleared land area. On the other hand, silviculture takes into account native
wildlife considerations in its operational activities. Silviculture pursues reducing
adverse impacts to native wildlife during harvesting and enhances some habitats for
nesting and breeding of native wildlife. Agricultural practices do not minimize

the adverse, environmental impact on an ecosystem and its ecological balance.

In summary, -the following six (6) points describe several differences, in no particular
order, between silvicultural practices and agricultural practices as examined from
a Pinelands protection point of view:

SILVICULTURAL ADVANTAGES OVER AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES
FROM A PINELANDS PERSPECTIVE

1. Professional management oversight on an annual basis.
Far less wihd erosion impact on topsoil.

Far less weather erosion impact on topsoil.

Far less ground water pollution impact from fertilizers.

Far less wildlife impact from habitat destruction.

I I R - I

Far greater wildlife impact in quality and diversity.

Second, my question to you is "Why is silviculture treated the same way under Pinelands
regulations as a major development is treated?" Silviculture is a recognized and
specialized practice in farming. Forestry nutures and harvests forest "crops"; forestry
does not erect rateable improvements. Major developments create rateable improvements.

Forestry is compatible with the New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan.

On Page 234 of the Pinelands C.M.P., under the heading "Forestry Program", the first
three (3) sentences of the first paragraph reads as follows: "The Pinelands' forests
are an important cultural, ecological, scenic, and economic resource. Proper management
of this resource will ensure its maintenance and result in greater economic returns

on the harvested timber. The current yield of timber in the Pinelands is below the
region's potential because of fire, excessive cutting, and poor management." A
woodland management plan can ensure: the proper management of timberland, an increase
in the yield of timber and the quantity of native trees, and propogate this important
resource.

Further support which illustrates forestry's compatibility with Pinelands C.M.P. is
found on Page 412 under Part 4 - Forestry, Section 6-401., under the paragraph describing
Purpose. That paragraph states: "Forest vegetation represents a unique and financially



valuable part of the essential character of the Pinelands. If they are properly
managed, Pinelands forests represent significant economic opportunities to their
owners while perpetuating the overall ecological value of the Pinelands. This part
encourages commercial forestry that will maximize forest land values and provide
for tge long-term economic and environmental integrity of the Pinelands." (emphasis
added

In the global picture, it is important to save trees. Yet trees, like human beings,
have definitive life spans. Trees germinate, grow to maturity, live on in decline,
and finally die off. I opine that it is best to utilize trees once they are mature
and let the landowner foster the regeneration process at an enhanced rate.

Trees are also one of many natural re$ources. Similar to crude oil, sand, farmers'
livestock and natural gas, the tree plays an integral role in the life and quality
of mankind as we know it today. Unlike a number of natural resources, however, the
tree is a readily renewable -resource.

Our Company has a small number of sites where we sold off the timber to interested
parties anywhere from ten (10) to thirty (30) years ago. Those parties came in and
clear cut the sites leaving behind the tree stumps with about two (2) to three (3)
feet of the tree trunk as well. Due to the phenomena of tree sprouting from the
trunks and stumps and of site scarification resulting in ground germination regrowth,
the number of trees growing per acre now far exceeds the number of trees growing

per acre originally! The point I am trying to illustrate is that though a large
scale harvest of trees occurred, there are now more trees returning in the same land
area!

Accordingly, similar to farmland owners and their practices, woodland owners cultivate
and harvest timcerland utilizing silvicultural techniques. In the same vein and

as compared to "cropland" farmers, I ask you to treat "woodland" farmers in the same
fashion. Agricultural farmers cultivate and harvest their crop or livestock year

to year. Silvicultural farmers perform the same task, but on a longer time scale.
Agriculture and silviculture are both farming practices; please treat them equally.

Along the same lines, I ask you not to treat silvicultural activities as a major
development. Farmland operations, whether agricultural or silvicultural in scope,
are a continuous and repetitive process. Again, silviculture requires a longer time
scale to go through a "crop" cycle. A forestry program is not a major development;
please do not treat it as such.

Mr. Sullivan, I thank you for taking the time to read this letter. I have attempted

to keep this letter clear and simple with respect to my two (2) questions and supporting
statements. [ believe I have provided you with enough concise information to allow

you to make the changes to relieve silviculture from the current, unnecessary over-kill
of regulatory requirements and treat silviculture as an equal to agriculture. I

welcome any responses you may have to this letter.

Sincerely,

R =

Beau Pettinos
Real Estate Department

BP/dsp



APPENDIX F

The Pinelands Commission

P.O. Box 7, New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 (609)894-9342

April 9, 1992

James Hall

Assistant Commissioner
Natural & Historic Resources
CN 402

Station Plaza 5

501 East State St., Floor 3
Trenton, NJ 08625-0402

Dear Jim:

Thanks very much for meeting with us on April 8. We thought
the meeting was productive in that a framework was established
within which more detailed forestry policies can be developed
and, ultimately, forest management plans for public lands can be
formulated. :

I believe that the overriding principle which you set forth
was that forest management activities should enhance and maintain
the characteristic Pinelands environment, which is exhibited by a
diversity of forest types, wildlife habitats, and unusual plant
and animal communities, and resource based uses should be op-
timized provided that they do not alter this characteristic en-
vironment. Within this context, several points of clarification
are appropriate: '

1. In terms of public lands, resource based uses are meant to
include those for which DEPE has management responsibility,
such as recreation and parks management, forestry and forest
management, natural areas management and fish and wildlife
management;

2. In terms of private land holdings, optimizing forestry op-
portunities should consider economics but not, of course, at
the expense of the Pinelands environment;

3. Care must be taken to avoid use and user conflicts between
these resource based activities on public lands; and

4. It may be appropriate to consider a range of different
forest management techniques depending upon specific site
conditions, special objectives (e.g., maintenance of pine
plains and cedar swamp communities), and the extent to which
varying techniques may be incorporated into comprehensive
forest management plans for publicly owned lands.
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If I have misstated anything, please let me know.

We were also successful in rescheduling the technical ex-
perts’ meeting for April 29. Invitations will be going out
shortly to the appropriate DEPE staff. £ We’ll let you know what
comes out of that session.

Again, many thanks for your 'ﬁgg est.

C. Stokes
sistant Director

km/SP10C3 JcP4B

cc: Carl Nordstrom
0lin White
Steve Herb
Terrence D. Moore
Robert Zampella
Chuck Horner
Larry Liggett



Economic Impacts of the Pinelands Plan

Report on Technical Panel Meeting

I. INTRODUCTION

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on
May 6, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for this meet-
ing, a series of questions to be explored (Appendix B), back-
ground information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public
comments received prior to the meeting (Appendix D) were provided
to each participant. Public comments received subsequent to the
meeting are included in Appendix E of this report.

Mr. Stokes served as workshop coordinator and panelists were
asked to freely express their opinions as individual experts and
not as representatives of an agency or organization.

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and
'present all recommendations offered by any of the participants.
A tape recording of the entire seven (7) hour session is avail-
able for review at the Commission’s offices. Since different
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to
indicate the 1level of consensus reached on various discussion
points and recommendations.

Recommendations are described throughout the text in bold and are
numbered sequentially. Because this particular workshop was the
second in a series held by the Commission, each recommendation
begins with the number 2. For ease of reference, a table has
also been prepared which identifies each recommendation presented
by one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es-
timates of the resources and time needed to carry out the recom-
mendation and other information which the Commission may wish to
consider when deciding which recommendations should be pursued.

III. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A. General economy

The panel concluded that the studies done to date on the economic
impact of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) were
cenerally thorough and do not suggest that it has had a sig-
nificant negative impact on the region. No other analyses were
referenced that would indicate a contrary view.



Although not presented as specific recommendations, the panel
discussed a number of indicators which they felt could be used to
monitor the region’s economy on short and long term bases. Among
those discussed were:

* Product output. Data on industry output is available only
at the state 1level and disaggregation to regional and
municipal levels may be problematic. Alternatively, surveys
of business data such as numbers of employees, wage levels

and value added levels 1is apparently available from
municipalities in five-year time periods. An additional
source might be state tax receipts on retail sales.

* Employment levels. Employment analyses can be structured to
account for number of persons employed per household, family
income, and unemployment levels.

* Median income levels. This can be expanded to include a
comparison of income levels to median housing prices.

The use of share analyses (e.g., Pinelands municipalities as a
percentage of the region and the state) was discussed and the ap-
proach was supported by the panel except as noted below for land
and housing markets. The panel recognized that most data can not
be disaggregated below municipal levels and this may mask some
intra-municipal displacement trends from portions of
municipalities within the Pinelands to portions outside. Con-
ducting Pinelands-wide share analyses may also mask some inter-
municipal shifts within the Pinelands. Comparative analyses of
similar municipalities (e.g., growth and low growth communities)
may indicate whether or not any of these shifts have occurred.

~ In the context of general economic topics, the panel also dis-
cussed "opportunities foregone" and "costs avoided" as a result
of the CMP as well as other less tangible "benefits" of the Plan.
One panel member believed that opportunities foregone might have
been relevant when the CMP was first instituted, but is not a
material issue at this point in time.

Problems with analyzing "opportunities foregone" and "costs
avoided" were discussed. Since many of these types of analyses
must rely on speculative data, the panel reiterated the benefits
of using share and comparative analyses.

For example, significant negative trends in certain indices may
be more indicative of opportunities foregone relative to other
areas, rather than to a net reduction or loss in that index.
Comparative analyses of employment growth and development trends
between similar municipalities (growth and 1low growth com-
munities) 1in and outside the Pinelands might also indicate



whether opportunities are being foregone within the Pinelands. A
similar approach to analyze cost avoidance might be possible
using municipal expenditure data.

Benefit analyses were presented as the most difficult of all to
conduct because they are much more qualitative in nature.

Recommendation 2.01 Continue to monitor building permit, employ-
ment, population and municipal tax and expenditure data.
While past studies have not shown any significant negative im-
pacts of the CMP, there was a consensus among the panelists that
the Commission should continue to monitor data on these in-
dicators. Share analysis would continue to be employed.

Other recommendations which follow were offered as a way to
supplement this rather basic monitoring effort.

Recommendation 2.02 Classify Pinelands ‘and, where appropriate,
non-Pinelands municipalities according to growth potential when
conducting trend analyses.

This recommendation was offered as a means to slightly broaden
Recommendation 2.01 and as a means to conduct more in-depth
analysis of municipal finances (Recommendations 2.07, 2.08 and
2.09) if time and funds permit. If this recommendation is
pursued, it was suggested that Pinelands growth municipalities be
further grouped to reflect the relative amount of their land area
within and outside the Pinelands.

Recommendation 2.03 Develop a method to convert gqualitative
benefits to monetary benefits. '

While a full-fledged benefit/cost study was not recommended by
the panel, one member did recommend that the ability to convert
the positive benefits of the CMP to a monetary estimate would be
very useful in discussions of its impacts. The difficulty of
doing this was recognized by all.

B. Land and Housing Markets

The panel discussed the results of the Commission’s analyses of
land and housing markets, but focused primarily on the independ-
ent studies conducted by W. Patrick Beaton and James E. Neumann.

There was consensus that the studies did not suggest that the CMP
has had a negative effect on land and housing markets; however,
several means for improving the studies were discussed. For ex-
ample the data relative to land markets in the Preservation Area
is extremely limited and does not account for the fact that most
sellers have not been aware that Pinelands Development Credit en-
titlements have a positive effect on property value. Continuing
analysis of land sales data in the Preservation Area might over-

3



come these data limitations. There was also discussion that the
independent studies might benefit if specific land characteris-
tics were considered to a greater extent.

Although the panel concluded that the use of control areas suc-
cessfully accounted for "opportunities 1lost" when comparing
vacant land values in the Pinelands to those outside, some con-
cern was expressed that a similar conclusion could not be reached
for residential properties. There was some discussion that an
affordability index which ties residential sales prices to income
levels might be helpful in this regard.

Recommendation 2.04 Revise and update existing land market
studies.

Because land values are often perceived as one of the most con-
troversial aspects of land use planning, the panel generally felt
that this recommendation be given priority if the Commission
decided to undertake specific studies, over and above the
monitoring suggested in Recommendation 2.01. At the same time,
the panel recognized that this study would be time consuming and
expensive and would probably only confirm earlier findings.

Updating the existing database is expected to be a relatively
straightforward prospect. An update might provide the oppor-
tunity to refine interpretations and methods. Ways in which the
existing studies may be improved include the use of digitized
census tract data to get more geographic specificity of areas
within and outside the Pinelands boundaries and the introduction
of more property-specific characteristics. Improvements would,
of course, further increase costs.

In addition, the range of factors examined should be broadened to
include the relationship between land price and personal income
or revenue potential to provide some indication of affordability
of housing to the region’s population.

Finally, initial sales data should be separated from resale data
in the land market analyses.

One panel member suggested that, to maximize credibility, such a
study should be contracted to an independent research entity.

Recommendation 2.05 Verify the accuracy of land market sales
data by spot checking selected transactions with buyers and
sellers.

One panel member suggested that the accuracy of sales data could
be better verified by spot checking selected transactions with
buyers and sellers as appraisers do when preparing formal ap-
praisals. Other panelists did not object to the recommendation
if time and resources would not be taxed.



Recommendation 2.06 Determine whether the control groups used in
residential land market studies can be broadened and improved.
One panelist recommended that the geographic scope of control
groups for the Beaton residential land market studies be re-
examined and broadened to ensure comprehensive and precise com-
parisons. Although most panel members felt it might be
worthwhile to once again evaluate the control groups, no consen-
sus was reached as to whether all of southern and central New
Jersey should be considered.

C. Municipal Finances

There was a general consensus among the panelists that the
municipal analyses done to date do not suggest any significant,
regionwide impacts of the CMP on municipal finances, although it
was noted that a few Pinelands municipalities were affected more
than others.

The panel generally concluded that, if future analyses are to be
conducted, improvements could be made to account for the ability
of taxpayers to finance municipal services. This was based upon
a view that municipal services are not evenly ptrovided throughout
the state and that lower service levels (and thus rates and ex-
penditures) may, in some cases, be influenced by residents’ in-
ability to pay. :

Recommendation 2.07 Conduct regional share trend analysis of
municipal expenditures and tax burdens relative to income.

This type of analysis, supported by most panel members, would
supplement existing analyses and would account for differences
that may exist among communities relative to taxpayers’ ability
to pay. Income could be considered on a per capita basis al-
though preference was expressed for household income. It was
also suggested that earned and unearned income be included, if
possible.

It was also suggested by one panelist that municipalities be
grouped according to population to account for economies of scale
in the delivery of services. For example, the panelist felt that
it may be more efficient for communities with populations between
10,000 and 30,000 people to provide services than smaller or
larger municipalities. It appeared that such a classification
would be in lieu of the "growth" classification presented in
Recommendation 2.02.

Although there was discussion that other types of variables might
help to make the analysis more informative, no consensus was
reached on specific suggestions.



Recommendation 2.08 Conduct regional share trend analysis of
equalized tax bases and tax rates on a per capita basis.

As an outgrowth of the discussion on Recommendation 2.07, one
panelist suggested that the analysis could be broadened by
evaluating equalized tax bases and tax rates on a per capita
basis. '

Recommendation 2.09 Conduct regional share trend analysis of
equalized tax bases and disaggregate the totals for residential
and non-residential property classes.

This recommendation was offered as one of the simplest ways to
measure fiscal health of a municipality and might be an accept-
able alternative if the time and costs associated with other
analyses are prohibitive.

There was little discussion as to how the results could be inter-
preted to account for differing growth levels which would greatly
influence ratable bases and increasing costs of municipal serv-
ices which might be attendant to increasing populations.

D. Specific Industries

Although many panelists felt that the economic analysis previ-
ously discussed should be sufficient to judge the "health" of the
region, there was discussion about the evaluation of specific in-
dustries. The specific segments identified by the panel were
agriculture, mining, timber, manufacturing, construction, retail
trade and services (including tourism/recreation), finance, in-
surance and real estate.

The agricultural segment was discussed more than others and it
was noted that acreage in production and debt-to-equity ratios
might help to supplement the data to be collected relative to
general economic indicators. Two panelists felt that the CMP had
negatively affected farmers’ ability to secure loans; however,
other panel members did not agree. One panelist cited previous
Pinelands research and a more recent study (Technical Report to
the Governor'’s Commission on Growth in the Chesapeake Bay Region,
January 1991) which apparently found that New Jersey farmers have
the lowest debt-to-equity 1levels in the country. It was also
stated that the study concluded that cash flow is a more impor-
tant lending criteria than property value.

After much discussion, the panel appeared to agree that the
agriculture and tourism/recreation industries were the least
likely industries to be displaced from the Pinelands. Methods to
assess displacement and other impacts include changes in employ-
ment, production and sales. It was suggested that the U.S.
Department of Commerce maintains location quotients which are



reported on a county basis and which indicate the degree to which
an area specializes in an industry. The following recommendation
reflects this discussion. ‘

Recommendation 2.10 Key industries can be monitored by the loca-
tion quotient method.
There was general consensus among the panelists that this method
represents a relatively simple means of analyzing specific in-
dustries. '

Recommendation 2.11 Energy consumption data may be utilized to
chart growth trends for specific industries.

One panelist stated that utility companies maintain energy con-
sumption data according to standard industrial codes for each
municipality. .The panelist suggested that this might allow for
some analysis of growth trends, particularly if the location
quotient method doesn’t prove to be useful. This recommendation
was not discussed at length by other panelists.

IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS

One member of the public expressed a concern that the environmen-
tal protection movement is under attack from development inter-
ests. This person felt that the panel did not give sufficient
consideration to intangible values, such as quality of 1life,
global warming, etc. This person also urged the panel members to
make their economic data available to legislators and the public
in a less technical format.



Economics Workshop Recommendations

Estimate
Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. | of Resources(3)
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2)| Staff(4)| $3$3(5) Notes(6)
General Economy 2.01 |Continue to monitor building permit, Study 2wm - P - o Charts general trends but is not industry specific
employment, population and municipal tax o May assume growth is "good"
and expenditure data. o Provides P/C with relatively incxpensive
monitoring system
2.02 |Classify Pinelands and non-Pinelands Study 3wm-P | +25% |o Classification can be accomplished by staff
| municipalitics according to growth potential to any |o May rcquirc GIS and staff to reprogram
when conducting trend analyses study | all data
o Analysis will increase costs of other studies
2.03 |Develop a method to convert qualitative Study - 340,000 |o May be very difficult to reach agreement
benefits to monetary benefits : on methods
o Results likely to be controversial
Land and Housing 2.04 |Revise and update existing land market Study - $60,000 |o Expensive
Markets studies. o Results may not be commensurate with
effort
2.05 | Verify accuracy of land market sales data Study - $5,000 |o Results may not be commensurate with
by spot checking selected transactions effort
with buyers and scllers.
2.06 |Dectermine whether the control groups used Study - $10,000 |o Results may not be commensurate with
in residential land market studies can : effort
be broadened and improved. o If broadened, all old data would have to
be redone

o) Recommendations offercd by onc or more pancl menibers arc listed whether or not they were di

other panclists.

(2)  “Mhrce types of Conunission actions are noted: "CMIP™ d

tcs a CMP )

; "Study" d

“Admin " denotes action without an amendment or study.

Yy Mhe “Estimate of Resources™ is an app

) Stall resources are shown in work

of stafl or

1ary resources that would be Jed. Esti

d in dctail or whetl

or not they were supported by

{ for CMI®

more than a nominal amount of time for analysis; and

ths (wm) (the approxi

are nol

follows: P - Planning; $ - Scicnce; DR - Development Review; and PP - Public Programs. No entrics are prescnted for less than | work month.

(5)  Monctary entrics are very preliminary estimates of costs associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring of additional stalf. No entrics are
given if costs arc expected 1o be less than $1,000.

() Notes sepresent stall comments which may be relevant to the G ission’s cvaluati

n of the reco Jati

te amount of staf( time necessary to complete the task) by office. Offices are Indicated as




Economics Workshop Recommendations

Estimate
Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. | of Resources(3)
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2)| Staff(4)| $$3(5) Notes(6)
Municipal Finances |2.07 |Conduct regional share trend analysis of Study 6wm - P - o May need functional GIS & staff to
municipal expenditures and tax burdens relative - complete
to income. o Most comprchensive picture of municipal
finance obtaincd
2.08 |Conduct regional share trend analysis of Study 4wm - P - o Impliéations of "choice" vs. "need"” in tax
cqualized tax bases and tax rates on a per rate analysis may be unclear
capita basis
2.09 |Conduct regional share trend analysiS of Study 2wm - P - o Could easily be combined with 2.01
equalized tax bases and disaggregate
residential and non-residential property
classes.
Specific Industries 2.10 |Key industries can be monitored by the location | Study 4wm - P - o Data may not cover key industries
quotient method in Pinelands
o Areas outside the Pinelands but in
Pinelands counties may dominate
2.11 |Energy consumption data may be utilized Study 4wm - P - o Uncertain how reliable trends might be due to

to chart growth trends for specific
industrics.

technology changes, conservation, etc.
o Data may not cover key Pinclands industrics

Q)]

other panclists.

(2)

"Admin." denotes action without an amendment or study.

A)

)

Recommendations offered by one or more pancl members are listed whether or not they were discussed in detail or whether or not they were supported by

Three types of Commission actions are noted: "CMP" denotes a CMP amendment; "Study” denotes more than a nominal amount of time for analysis; and
yp V

The "Estimate of Resources” is an approximation of stalf or monetary resources that would be needed.  Estimates are not presented for CMP amendments.

Stalf resources are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amount of staff time necessary to complete the task) by office. Offices arc indicated as

follows: P - Planning; S - Scicnce; DR - Development Review; and PP - Public Programs. No entries are presented for less than 1 work month.

(5)

given if costs are expected to be less than $1,000.

(6)

Notes represent staff comments which may bic relevant to the Commission’s evaluation of the recommendations.

Monetary entrics are very preliminary estimates of costs associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring of additional staff. No entrics are




APPENDIX A

"Economic Impacts of the Pinelands Plan" Meeting

List of Participants

May 4, 1992
Name of Participant Affiliation
Marlene Asselta* Southern New Jersey Development Council
W. Patrick Beaton* Center for Urban Policy Research
Rutgers University
Allen Black Todd and Black, Inc.
Real Estate Appraisers and Consultants
Robert Burchell Center for Urban Policy Research
Rutgers University
Thomas Hamer Center for Economic Data Analysis
Glassboro State College
Donald Hurff, Jr. Atlantic Electric Company
Marketing Research Department
Stephen Kessler Winslow Township
Tax Assessment Department
Robert Kull Office of State Planning
Theodore Minde** Office of Economic Research

N.J. Dep't of Commerce

James Nicholas University of Florida
College of Law

Lisa Rosenberger Economic Analyst

Herbert Simmons Pemberton Township
Business Administration

Joh.a C. Stokes Pinelands Commission,
Assistant Director, Planning & Mgmt.
Workshop Coordinator

Charles Horner Pinelands Commission
Development Review

Larry Liggett Pinelands Commission
Planning & Research

Susan Grogan Pinelands Commission
Planning & Research

* Panelist was invited but was unable to attend meeting.
** Panelist attended in place of George Nagle, Office of Economic
Research.
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APPENDIX B

Economic Impacts of the Pinelands Plan

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting

May 4, 1992

What are good "indicators" of a region’s economic health?

Do these indicators enable one to evaluate the economic well
being of the following segments?

- Municipal governments

- General business activity
- Specific industries such as

forestry
resource extraction (mining)

tourism & recreation
boat building

- Individuals
3f not, what indicators might be informative?

Are there other specific' segments that warrant special
evaluation in the Pinelands? If so, what indicators would
be informative?

As a means of judging Pinelands economic conditions relative
to these indicators, is it appropriate to conduct trend
analysed in relation to the same conditions in the larger 7
county region in which the Pinelands resides and to the
state as a whole?

Are the Pinelands related analyses done to date informative
in terms of these indicators?

Do these analyses suggest any Pinelands specific trends? If
so, to what extent can these be attributed to the Pinelands
Plan? 4

What other sources of information are reédily available on
each of the indicators?

Might the indicators and types of analyses discussed so far
mask certain specific types of impacts? If so, what are
they, how important are they to evaluate and how might one
seek to evaluate them?



10.

11.

Do you have available any data which is informative about
economic conditions in the Pinelands or impacts of the
Pinelands Plan? If so, what conclusions can be drawn from
that data?

What, if any, conclusions do you draw from the Pinelands
land value studies done to date?

Do you believe that additional land value analyses are war-
ranted? If so, what specific questions should be evaluated?
How might the evaluations be structured?

On the basis of your own knowledge, do you have an opinion
as to the economic effects of the Pinelands Plan?

- overall?
- specific segments?

In addition to the types of analyses previocusly discussed,
what other analyses might be done to test these working
hypotheses? :



APPENDIX C

Background Information

for

Economic Impacts Technical Panel Meeting

Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management
Plan, The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation -

New Jersey Pinelands Commission, Chapter X, Other Major Ac-

tivities, pgs. X-10 through X-21.

February 18, 1992 Memorandum to Members of the Commission
from Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director on Municipal Ex-
penditure Data.

Beaton, W. Patrick, "The Impact of Regional Land-Use Con-
trols on Property Values: The Case of the New Jersey
Pinelands" in Land Economics, May 1991, 67(2): 172-194.

Economic & Fiscal Impacts of the Pinelands Comprehensive
Management Plan, New Jersey Pinelands Commission, July 1983.

First Biennial Update, Economic & Fiscal Impacts of the
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, New Jersey
Pinelands Commission, November 1985.

The Land Market in New Jersey's Pinelands, Past and Present
Trends in Land Use and Transfer, James E. Neumann, Associa-
tion of New Jersey Environmental Commissions, September
1987.

Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management
Plan, The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation -
New Jersey Pinelands Commission, Chapter II, Development
Review, Tables 2.4 and 2.12.
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Public Comments Received Prior to Technical Panel Meeting



Dir..J. M. Huier Corp.; Hon-
mouth C. varion £ouads

Beryl Robichaud Collins
Vies Chair
Rutgers Center for Cuastal
and Envirnnmental Studies

Thomas J. Gilmore
Treasurer
Ezecunive Direcror,
NJ Audubon Society

Janet N. Larson

Narural Resources Commirtee.
League of Wamen Vaters of NJ

- David .- Bardin, Esq.
Arent Foc Law Firm
of Wash.. DC: Faormer
NJ D.E.P. Comwmissioner

Judith Shaw Berry
Partner, Puniic Policy
Advisors: Former Chief
of Staf. N1 D.0.T.

Howard P. Bovd
Past Pres.. American
Entomological Sociery:
Awhor. 4 Field Guide (0
the Line Barrens of N/
Michaet F. Catania
Eagleton Institute;
Former Oepury Com-
missioner. NJ D.EP.

Bunczie Ellis Churchill
President. World Affairs
Cuuncrl of Philadeiphia

Sally Oudley
Ezecuave Oirector,
Ass'n of NJ Envirom-
mental Commissions

Michaei Gallaway
Pinelands Coordinator,
Sierra Clud

David F. Moore
Execuave Director,
New Jersey Cunser-
vanon Foundation

Franklin € Parker
-Director. NJ Fieid Office
of Truse for Pudlic Land

James T.B. Tripp. Esq.
General Cuounsel, Eaviron-
mencal Defense Fund

Nan Hunter-Wainu¢
Coordinator.
Pine 8arrens Cualition

Pinelands
Preservation Alliance

120-348 Whitestog Road « Browns Mills, NJ 08015 - (609) 8934747

April 17, 1992

Mr. Terrence Moore

- The Pinelands Commission

P.0O.Box 7
New Lisbon NJ, 08064

Dear Mr. Moore;

In response to your letter of February 28, I have enclosed recommen-
dations on approaches to five of the key topics the Pinelands Cormmmis-
sion has selected for review.

Earlier this month, fifteen members of the Pinelands Preservation
Alliance's Plan Review Committee spent a day reviewing these five
topics. Individuals who attended the meeting spent the ntervening time

| writing recommendations for the expert panels to consider.

~ The results are enclosed. The subjects and the authors are:
"~ Topic 1 Solid Waste Dr. Gerard Vriens
Topic 2 Forestry - Dr. Emile DeVito
Topic 2 Resource Extraction William Smith
Topic 3 Economic Impact Sally Price
Topic 5 Growth Demmands ~ William Neil
The pressure of the short time available and other commitments
means that the submissions on the last two topics will be hand ca.med
to you next week. Those subjects and the authors are:
Topic 2 Agriculture Michele Byers
Topic 4 Permitting Janet Larson
As the full PPA committee reviews the attachments and has further
suggestions, they will be submitted to you or the expert panels.
The PPA appreciates this opportunity to submit recommendations to
you and the expert panels and looks forward to the mestings of the pan-

els.
Don Mj

Coordinator,
PPA Plan Review Comrmnittes



PINELANDS PRESERVATION ALLIANCE, INC. APRIL 17, 1992

TOPIC 3:

II.

Evaluate the economic impact of the CMP on communities,
businesses and people.

e.g. - viability of traditional industries, forestry,
agriculture, and recreation and tourism.

Current Policy/Regulations

It would be impossible to summarize the CMP’s regulations
that control the economic impact of the CMP on the seven
categories listed below. Several studies exist on land
values. Agriculture, sand and gravel mining, housing
markets, municipal finances and employment statistics were
only studied once in 1983, and updated in 198s.

Trends/Concerns

A.

One concern is the wide range of categories. that ‘need
to be studied to. conclusively prove the overall :
economic impact of the CMP on the Pinelands. This
topic includes many categories which have to be
reviewed before. conclusions can be drawn.
Oversimplification of the economic impact on any of
these categories would leave the door open to continued
criticism that reiterates the disastrous effects of the
CMP on communities, people, and businesses. These
categories include:

1. Land values

2. Housing markets

3. Employment trends

4. Municipal finances

5. Agriculture, including forestry

6. Sand and gravel mining

7. Recreation and tourism

Mistakenly, the area that is cricicized most is the
area that has been studied most, land values. Several

of these studies found that land price indexes on
properties within the Pinelands exceeded indexes of



lands ocutside the Pinelands. Yet, it is important that
this criticism be put to rest.

III. studies to be conducted or reviewed

A.

Studies to be reviewed:

1.

The Pinelands Commission in 1983 published its
"first Progress Report" which gave the results of
a two year study on the short-term impacts of the
CMP on -

a. Land values

b. Housing markets

c. Employment statistics

d. Municipal finances

e. Agriculture

£. Sand and gravel mining

In 1985 the above report was updated and entitled
onomic d Fisca acts of the Pinelands CMP:

‘zi;st Biennial Ugdate. It reviewed trends over a

twelve year period in 52 municipalities in -
a. Land values
b. Municipal finances

In 1987 James E. Neumann’s report, The land Market
in New Jersevy’s Pinelands: Past and Present Trends
in Land Use and Transfer examines -

a. Land values

In 1988 W. Patrick Beaton reported in The Cost of

overnment Re ations: Volume mpact of Oven
Space Zoning on Proverty Values in the New Jersev

Pinelands, his findings on -
a. Land values

Studies to be conducted:

l.

Update the studies on those categories initially
reviewed in the Pinelands Commission’s 1983 "first
Progress Report"

Tourism must be studied. Data should be gathered
on activities that occur within the Pinelands



(L.e. = canceing, hunting) and outside the
Pinelands if those activities impact on the
Pinelands in any way (i.e. = traffic travelling to
Atlantic City).

c. Studies of other similar land use plans should be
reviewed for purpose of comparison, such as the Impact
Assessment of the New Jersey interim State Development

and Redevelopment Plan. In addition, participants of
these studies might be asked to participate in CcMP

studies.
Conclusion/Goal

It is the position of the Pinelands Preservation Alliance
that studies of the CMP’s economic impact on land use values
have been conducted and are conclusive and that too much
staff-time on this issue would be wasteful. Yet, we must
recognize that this is the one area that the CMP is
continuously criticized for. Perhaps publicizing the
results of an update would be beneficial.

However, the other areas do need to be studied. It 'is our
opinion that these studies would prove that planning, such
as that encouraged by the Pinelands Protection Act and
regqulated by the CMP, doces not result in the impediment of
the economic development within these seven categories. And

‘if proven should be published and distributed nationally to

encourage other such efforts in land-use planning. The
State of New Jersey should be encouraged, via the Pinelands
Commission, to lead a national effort for proper land use
planning. These studies could conclude that the CMP is a
successful experiment.
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CITY OF ESTELL MANCR
OFFICE QOF: "

FPLANNING BGARD

P.Q. BOX

102

ESTELL MANCR, NJ 08319

The Pinelands Commission
P.0. Box 102
New Lisbon, NJ 080&4

Terrence D. Moare

Executive Director

Att:

Dear Mr. Mocre:

Enclosed please find our
February 28, 1992

review.
Topic One: We have no problém with

Topic Two:
cannot be the only

Topic Three: Econcmic Impacts:
severe. The Pinelands 1is
ecocnomic impact on the municipality
Pinelands regulations are
schaool taxes,
order to meet the
efficient education.
that the municipalities have other
the egos of the Pinelands, such
schocls, the financing of other
provision for health
proper tax base, no municipality
expected to goperate under Pinelands

Topic Four:
operated tooc
thearies,

Pinelands Permitting:
strictly, that

Taopic Five:
the municipality
particularly in
philasophy

and not to

for limited but

feel the local officials

response
regarding key topics for

Resource Based Industries:
industries in the municipality.

nct taking

making it difficult

which ocur constitution requires to

constitutional
The Pinelands

- municipal
and safety of

they follow
which we simply do not feel are working in practice.

Growth Demands and Policies:

a municipality such
orderly growth,
with the overall philosophy of the Pinelands.
are far better able to

April 1,1992

to vyour letter dated

Pinelands Commission

sblid waste.

The problem is that they

The eccnomic impact i3 very
into consideration the
that they are regulating. The
to collect the
be imposed, in
needs of a thorough and
Commission must recognize
concerns beyond those within
as the financing of public
improvements, the
and without a

way we are

the residents,
can ogperate the
regulations.

We feel that the Pinelands is
some untried textbook

This is best left to
the Pinelands Commission,
as Estell Manor, whers the
which is consistent

The problem is we
determine the



APR 06 1382

specific needs of the community and the specific details as to
how the community should be regulated better than the Pinelands
Commission , which does not consist of any local residents in the
case of Estell Manor, which is geographically removed a distance
of approximately fifty miles.

If you should have any questions regarding the above comments,
pleasa do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

AL S

Renee S. McGarry
Secretary



April 15, 1332

Mz. Terry Moore
Executive Directcr, Pinelands Commission

PO Box 7 _
New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Re: Plan Review

Dear Mr. Moore,

Thank you fozr the opportunity to comment on approaches for
studying topics selected for plan zeview. I am making thase
comments on behalf of the New Jersey Chaptar of the Sierzra Club.
I would like to restrict my comments to topics ¥2 and #3,
resource-based industries in the Pinelands and economic impacts
of the plan on traditional indusbzfes.

We recagnize the need fcr active forestry practices in the
Pinelands, beth as a continuation of traditional Pinelands liZe
as vell as providing wood products for the marketplace. But wve
are caoncerned that current fores:izy management practices cn
public lands may not be adequate for long-term protection and
enhancement of the forest resources and may alsc clash wvith other
goals of public land management such as preservation of
ecosystems, maintenance of aesthetic values, and providing a vide
range of outdoor recreational activities,

The State Forestry Department says that logging on public lands
is ecconomically necsssary to pravide vecd for the state's wood
products industry. They alseo state that 85% of New Jersay's
voodlands are privately owned. An apprcach to detarmining the
adequacy of the CMP in this ares would be a detailed assessmant
of the economics of forestzy practices on private vs. public
lands. What porticn cf the state's (or Pinelands) forest:y
activities take place on public lands, and what econcmic benefits
do the people of New Jersey receive? Do forestry activities
subsidize the Forestry Dept. budget? Does the Forest Service
lease lands for logging at less than market value, in effact
subsidizing the use of public lands foz this purpose? And do
these practices negatively affect the market for forestzy on
private lands? Comparisaons could be made between Pinelands
forestry activities and these in the zest of the stata. Perhaps
state forests in the Pinelands and the vaod products industzy
vould both be better served by confining large-scale cutting of
trees to private lands. State fsrestzy perxsonnel could be used
Lo encourage better silvicultural techniques on private lands,
providing a better return for landowners as well as helping to
maintain open lands, which benefits the public. Such studies
could probably use existing data from the State Forastry Dept.
and private Eurestry organlzatians

Any studies of the economic ilmpact of the CMP -should consider the

Jotential negative impacts of large scale resource extraction
fmining, logging) on recreation and taourism. An additional



threat to certain forms of recreation as well as to Pinelands
forests is the inappropriate use of motorized vehicles in the
Pinelands. The Sierra Club thinks that the amount of public land
in the Pinelands where vehicular access is prohibited (natuzal
areas, etc) 1s vastly underrspresented when compared to the total
ameunt of land vhere vehicles are alloved. We recognizs the
rights of all users of public lands, but feel that there {s a
gzeat imbalance in how public lands are designated and

managed in the Pinelands. Designation of more natura